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Introduction: Purpose of the Manual


Partnerships for Environmental Public Health


Evaluation Metrics Manual


Purpose of the Manual
The Partnerships for Environmental Public Health (PEPH) Evaluation Metrics Manual (Manual) provides examples 
of tangible metrics that PEPH grantees and program staff can use for program planning, implementation and 
evaluation. The Manual is designed to show grantees how to use a systematic, strategic analysis of program  
activities, outputs and impacts to identify meaningful metrics that can be used to document program  
achievements. The Manual also serves to establish a common language around evaluation activities.  
In creating this Manual, we hope to make evaluation more accessible to PEPH grantees and others working  
to address environmental public health issues.


The strategies and metrics described in the Manual are examples that grantees might use to evaluate their 
programs, but they should not be considered a prescriptive set of actions, rules or measures that must be  
followed. The Manual is intended to generate discussion and build capacity among grantees to document  
and demonstrate their achievements in environmental public health.


This brief introductory chapter:


• Describes the target audience and why we created the Manual


• Provides an overview of the PEPH program


• Defines program evaluation and metrics


• Explains how to use this Manual


Intended Users
The primary intended audiences for this Manual are PEPH grantees and program staff. However, we hope  
that other groups and organizations will also find it useful, particularly those interested in measuring  
environmental public health activities.


Why Was This Manual Created?
In July 2008, NIEHS met with grantees so they could provide input on the development of the PEPH 
program. During this workshop, grantees reported challenges in evaluating and documenting 
achievements related to building community partnerships and to other translation and outreach 
components of their programs. Because researchers do not usually report on these types of 
projects in journal articles, the PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual provides ideas about how  
grantees can measure their success, other than through analysis of peer-reviewed literature.


Legend 


Lightbulb: Ideas for using this information


Warning: Proceed with caution


Link: Links to an external website


Text Link: References to other information 
in this manual


Checkbox: Key points
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Introduction: PEPH Program Description


Subsequent chapters provide possible metrics for common program areas addressed  
by PEPH grantees, including:


• Partnerships


• Leveraging


• Products and Dissemination


• Education and Training


• Capacity Building


A final chapter on Principles of Evaluation provides more details on program evaluation,  
for those interested in a more in-depth discussion of key evaluation concepts.


PEPH Program Description
In 2008, the National Institute of Environmental Health 
Sciences (NIEHS) created PEPH as a network to promote 
greater interaction among grantees with a common focus 
on environmental public health. For the purposes of this 
program, environmental public health is defined as the  
science of conducting research and translating it into  
action to address environmental exposures and health risks of concern to the public. NIEHS uses different 
funding mechanisms to advance projects responsive to community needs and environmental health concerns; 
however, over the past 15 years, these programs and projects have not always interacted with one another to 
share their common approaches, methods and materials. The PEPH program provides a coordinating framework 
to break down programmatic silos. It also brings together scientists, community members, educators, health care 
providers, public health officials and policy makers in the shared goal of enhancing the impact of environmental 
public health research at local, state, regional, tribal, national and global levels. By fostering these multi-level  
partnerships, vital information about the linkages between environmental exposures and disease can be 
discovered and used to promote health and reduce the risk of disease across the populations at highest risk.


Goals of the program include:1


• Strategically coordinating and integrating new and existing initiatives that involve communities  
and scientists working together on contemporary issues in Environmental Public Health research


• Actively engaging communities in research, community engagement and education activities


• Developing evaluation tools for grantees and program staff to measure the effectiveness of partnerships  
and the impact of research on public health at local, regional and national levels


• Creating and providing materials to increase awareness and literacy about environmental health risks


• Evaluating program contributions to the advancement of environmental public health


 1 National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS). 2010. About: Partnerships for Environmental Public Health (PEPH). 
Available: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/index.cfm [accessed 16 December 2011].


Environmental public health is defined 
as the science of conducting research 
and translating it into action to address 
environmental exposures and health 
risks of concern to the public.



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/index.cfm
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Based on feedback provided through the participatory process of developing the PEPH Program,2 
NIEHS program staff developed a model of PEPH (Figure 1.1) that categorizes activities into five primary  
areas: research, communication, capacity building, evaluation, and coordination.3 Through its coordinated efforts, 
PEPH seeks to have a greater impact at the local, state, regional, tribal, national and global levels. These primary 
areas are seen as blending into one another – that is, they are not mutually exclusive. Ideally, projects that are  
a part of the PEPH program will address two or more of these areas.


 2 NIEHS. 2007. PEPH Request for Information. Available: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/rfi.cfm [accessed 16 December 2011]; 
NIEHS. 2008. PEPH Workshop. Available: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/workshop.cfm [accessed 16 December 2011]


 3 For more detail on these five primary areas of PEPH, visit NIEHS. 2010. About: Partnerships for Environmental Public Health. 
Available: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/ index.cfm [accessed 16 December 2011].


Introduction: PEPH Program Description


PEPH Programs


• Breast Cancer and the Environment Research Program


• Centers for Children’s Environmental Health and Disease Prevention Research


• Centers for Population Health and Health Disparities


• Environmental Health Sciences Core Centers:  Community Outreach and Engagement Program


• Environmental Justice: Partnerships for Communication Program


• Obesity and the Built Environment


• Research to Action


• Superfund Research Program


• Worker Education and Training Program


• American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA): Science, Technology, Engineering,  
and Mathematics (STEM) Education


• ARRA: Capacity Building


• ARRA: Building Sustainable Community-Linked Infrastructure to Enable Health Science Research


• Ethical, Legal, and Social Implications of Genomic Research


• NIH Partners in Research Program


• Community Participation Research Targeting the Medically Underserved


• Community Participation in Research


• Understanding and Promoting Health Literacy



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/rfi.cfm

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/workshop.cfm

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/about/index.cfm
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Introduction: Evaluation Concepts


Figure 1.1 PEPH Program Model


Evaluation Concepts
Below we highlight a few key evaluation concepts that will help 
you think about how you can take the examples provided in 
this Manual and adapt them to meet the needs and context  
of your project.


Defining Program Evaluation
Many of us use evaluation in our daily lives, reviewing our children’s grades or deciding which appliance
or car to purchase, for example. Evaluation at its most basic level is the use of information to make decisions.4 
Program evaluation is therefore simply the use of information to make decisions about a program – such as 
whether to continue it, adjust it or expand it to different communities. Typically, program evaluations are used  
to answer questions about whether a program is working as intended, and to explain why or why not.5


4 Patton MQ. 1982. Practical Evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 15.


5 Grembowski D. 2001. The Practice of Health Program Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.


For a more detailed  
discussion of evaluation  
concepts, check out Chapter 7: 
Principles of Evaluation.


Remember to involve your partners in designing your program evaluation.  
Partners can include community members, decision-makers, policy-makers,  
clinical professionals and academic researchers.
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Introduction: Evaluation Concepts


Benefits of Evaluation
Many PEPH grantees see their job as building relationships and implementing programs that address 
environmental public health issues. Conducting evaluations might be seen as taking valuable time and 
resources that could be used to deliver more services. So why evaluate? Because evaluations can  
help you: 6


• Identify highlights and program successes


• Determine if a project worked and why (or why not)


• Identify areas for program improvement and increased efficiency


• Describe expenditures and justify a need for additional funding


• Recognize and respond to public needs and wants


• Identify new audiences and applications for projects


• Prioritize research and plan for the future


• Find allies in other agencies, services or sectors


Connecting Program Activities and Goals
In order to evaluate a program, it is helpful to understand the expected goals and the activities that will move us 
toward those goals. Developing program logic models is one way to illustrate systematically how the parts of a 
program interact to achieve program goals or impacts.7, 8,9,10 While there is no standard format for a logic model, 
there are some common components that tend to be included. The sample logic model (Figure 1.2) includes 
many of the components that programs could consider in developing their own logic models.


Inputs are resources that support a program, such as staff time, materials, money, equipment, facilities and 
volunteer time. Note that we do not include resources in the logic models provided in the Manual because  
the resources available to a project tend to be standard across projects. However, each program should assess 
and identify the specific resources available to its individual projects.


Activities are actions that use available inputs to create and maintain partnerships.


Outputs are the direct products of partnership activities.


 6  Drew CD, van Duivenboden J, Bonnefoy X. 2000. Environmental health services in Europe 5: Guidelines for evaluation of environmental 
health services. European Series, No. 90. Copenhagen, DM: World Health Organization Regional Publications. Available:  
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/98292/E71502.pdf [accessed 16 December 2011].


 7  W.K. Kellogg Foundation. 2004. Logic Model Development Guide. Available: 
http://www.wkkf.org/knowledge-center/resources/2006/02/WK-Kellogg-Foundation-Logic-Model-Development-Guide.aspx [accessed 23 February 2012].


 8 Engel-Cox JA, Van Houten B, Phelps J, Rose SW. 2008. Conceptual model of comprehensive research metrics for improved human health and environment. 
Environ Health Perspect 116(5). Available: http://www.ehponline.org/ambra-doi-resolver/10.1289/ehp.10925 [accessed 16 December 2011].


 9  Liebow E, Phelps J, Van Houten B, Rose S, Orians C, Cohen J, et al. 2009. Toward the assessment of scientific and public health impacts of the 
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Extramural Asthma Research Program using available data. Environ Health Perspect 117(7). 
Available: http://www.ehponline.org/ambra-doi-resolver/10.1289/ehp.0800476 [accessed 23 February 2012].


10 Orians CE, Abed J, Drew CH, Rose SW, Cohen JH, Phelps J. 2009. Scientific and public health impacts of the NIEHS Extramural Asthma Research Program: 
insights from primary data. Res Evaluat 18(5): 375-385.



http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/98292/E71502.pdf

http://www.wkkf.org/knowledge-center/resources/2006/02/WK-Kellogg-Foundation-Logic-Model-Development-Guide.aspx

http://www.ehponline.org/ambra-doi-resolver/10.1289/ehp.10925

http://www.ehponline.org/ambra-doi-resolver/10.1289/ehp.0800476
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Introduction: Evaluation Concepts


Impacts (sometimes called outcomes) are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs. 
Impacts or outcomes may be intended and/or unintended, positive and negative, and can occur in the  
short-term, intermediate and long-term time frames.


Context is how the program functions within the economic, social and political environment of its community. 
Each program should consider the context in which it plans, conducts and evaluates its programs. This  
context-driven approach will help grantees identify evaluation questions that are appropriate to their  
programs, experience and communities. Contextual factors that programs might consider include:


• The target audience and other stakeholders


• Experience of the grantee organization


• The political climate


• The funding environment


Two-Way Arrows indicate that relationships among the various elements are bidirectional. In theory, 
relationships can exist between any boxes in the diagram because any action can lead to any output and  
result in any impact. These arrows also help remind program staff that logic models are iterative and that  
findings from evaluations should help inform future activities, outputs and impacts.


Process and implementation evaluations tend to ask questions related to the activities and outputs of a program. 
The questions concern what things were done and how they were done. Outcome or impact evaluations ask 
questions related to broader changes that occurred as a result of the program. Process and implementation  
evaluation questions tend to be easier to answer because they are under the control of the program and they 
can be measured within a short time frame. The role and influence of contextual factors increase as you get 
further away from inputs (Figure 1.2). Because contextual factors are typically outside the control of the grantee 
or organization, and because impacts can take longer to achieve than outputs, outcome and impact evaluation 
questions may be more challenging to answer.


Figure 1.2 Sample Logic Model


Adapted from TBS, Guide for the Development of Results-based Management and Accountability Frameworks, 2001.
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Introduction: Selecting Metrics


Selecting Metrics
Once the relationship between goals and activities has been clarified, metrics can be identified to help document 
progress. Metrics are the measures (such as size, capacity, quantity, duration or frequency) of a characteristic or 
aspect of the program. Metrics provide a reportable and more systematic means for describing how a program 
has performed and the extent to which it has achieved its stated goals.


It may be helpful to apply the SMART principle  
in creating metrics. SMART stands for specific, 
measurable, attainable, relevant and timely. Using 
SMART metrics will ensure that appropriate data  
are collected and analyzed in order to make  
decisions about programs. Below is a description  
of each characteristic.


Specific – detail the milestones to be achieved, who will achieve them and how. If the program is addressing 
exposure to pesticides, a specific measure provides details about what types of pesticides, ho the target is,  
what level of reduction in exposure is expected and how that level of reduction will be reached. 


Measurable – define exactly what level of change is expected. For example, rather than say that relationships 
among partners will improve, a measurable statement might propose that partners will participate in four  
discussions per year, during which they will identify two areas of conflict or potential conflict and map out  
at least one strategy for dealing with the conflict.


Attainable – create a metric that the group or organization can actually achieve. Rather than working towards 
a goal of eliminating all environmental health risks in a community, an attainable goal might be working with 
partners and community members to identify one environmental health risk and to make the community  
aware of steps it can take to reduce risk.


Relevant – ensure that the metric is connected to the goal. If the goal is to improve air quality around schools’ 
bus areas, then a relevant metric might measure partnership activities with schools and school-bus companies, 
school-bus idling times or air quality. A metric related to the number of school-bus drivers with CPR training is 
not relevant because it does not relate to air quality.


Timely – limit metrics to those measures that can reasonably be collected within the time frame of the project. 
If the project deals with reducing blood lead levels in young children, measures might include data collection at 
six months, one year and two years post intervention. Although measures of blood lead levels ten years from the 
intervention might be interesting, it is not likely that a project would be able to follow participants that long.


Metrics are the measures (such as size,  
capacity, description, quality, quantity,  
duration, or frequency) of a characteristic  
or aspect of the program.


Readers may notice that the example metrics we provide throughout the Manual do not 
use the SMART principle. This is because they represent general ideas about what programs 
might want to measure. We encourage you to apply the SMART principles in adapting the 
metrics for specific programs.
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Introduction: Selecting Metrics


Evaluation Data
Collecting evaluation data from the program outset is important. The earlier a program team decides on its 
metrics, the earlier it can begin developing processes and protocols to collect the information needed to answer 
evaluation questions.


Types of Data


Data can be categorized as either qualitative or quantitative. Qualitative data are descriptions of the  
characteristics of that which is being analyzed. Grantees often collect qualitative data through open ended  
questions, feedback surveys, field or program notes or summary reports. Qualitative data provide valuable  
and insightful data but can be difficult to compare, reproduce and generalize. Quantitative data are  
numerical or statistical values used to express the quantities of a variable. This type of data is relatively easy  
to store and manage and can be generalized and reproduced, but it usually fails to provide a complete picture  
of a program. A mixed-methods approach that combines quantitative and qualitative data provides a robust 
combination of statistical and descriptive data.


Several factors may dictate whether qualitative or quantitative data or a mix of the two, should be collected. 
Available resources, the type of question asked and access to respondents all influence the type of  
data collected. Throughout the Manual we provide examples of both quantitative and qualitative metrics  
that can be used to document specific activities, outputs or impacts.


Sources of Data


Grantees may find the following sources of data to be helpful in tracking achievements: 


• Activity logs


• Contact logs


• Participant lists


• Feedback forms


• Publication and material development lists


• Meeting agendas


• Telephone logs


• Communication strategies and plans


• Budgets


• Group discussions


• Surveys


• Interviews


• Meeting notes


• Email exchanges


• Internet web logs
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Logic Models in the PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual
To identify potential metrics for PEPH programs, we use a logic model approach to clarify program activities,  
outputs and impacts. Because this Manual is not intended to be a primer on logic model development, we 
encourage readers to explore the logic model resources provided in Chapter 7 and Appendix 4. For the sake of 
simplicity, this Manual will focus on three logic model components: activities, outputs and impacts. Although 
traditional logic models typically show activities, outputs and impacts as columns and include arrows to show 
interactions, we present them as rows to emphasize our focus on the specific components of the models, rather 
than the construction of the models. Figure 1.3 illustrates the basic framework of the logic model used in  
this Manual.


Figure 1.3 Sample Logic Model


Every component identified in a logic model can be measured. Using this Manual, 
grantees can get ideas about potential metrics they can use to measure activities, 
outputs and impacts common to PEPH programs.


Introduction: Logic Models
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Introduction: Logic Models


Logic models are presented in this Manual as linear frameworks, but in practice, PEPH programs are far from 
linear. Programs often cycle through a variety of activities, outputs and impacts as resources and partners are 
available, and as windows of opportunity present themselves. Products developed as part of one activity may be 
used to conduct another activity. And once a program achieves a specific impact, it may change its approach for 
conducting future activities and outputs.


We developed the logic models in this Manual recognizing that grantees reflect a wide range of experience and 
capacity. Some PEPH program grantees have been working in this area for more than 20 years, while others are 
just getting started. In general, the logic models show an increasing level of maturity from left to right and from 
top to bottom. For example, a new program might be able to implement and measure only a few of the activities 
or outputs to the left of the model. Another more mature program might be able to conduct a wider range of 
activities to the right of the model and may be able to show how activities have produced several  
outputs and have led to measurable impacts.


Our use of logic models and specific metrics in this Manual are not intended to be prescriptive. We do not  
believe that there is a single logic model that could be applied to all partnerships, education and training  
programs, leveraging, etc. Our intent is to provide an example of a logic model in each chapter that contains 
elements that are recognizable to the NIEHS PEPH grantee community. The purpose of this Manual is to provide 
realistic examples of approaches and metrics that could be used to evaluate the programs as a starting point for 
discussion, not as a comprehensive prescription. Thus, many reasonable and laudable program elements might 
not appear in the logic model components. We welcome comments from readers about other metrics that  
grantees and evaluators use to acknowledge and measure program activities, outputs and impacts.


Project specific examples provided in this Manual are not meant to be prescriptive, but rather 
to illustrate activities, outputs and impacts that might take place. By presenting a range of 
possibilities, we hope that partners will use logic models to create metrics that  
are meaningful for their projects.
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Introduction: Organization of the Manual


Organization of the Manual
We gathered information for this manual by reviewing grantee materials and websites together with PEPH  
program documents, and published literature. We also conducted interviews with grantees and consulted  
program staff and other experts in the field of evaluation and environmental public health. Through these  
activities we identified five cross-cutting program areas and dedicated one chapter to each area:


• Partnerships (Chapter 2)


• Leveraging (Chapter 3)


• Products and Dissemination (Chapter 4)


• Education and Training (Chapter 5)


• Capacity Building (Chapter 6)


Each chapter also includes examples of Metrics in Action that illustrate real-world PEPH programs.  
These examples include sample metrics that grantees could use to demonstrate program success.  
In cases where grantees had evaluation data available, we used specific data. However, where the  
metrics are hypothetical, we have included an X to indicate where grantees would specify the quantity.


You may notice that some metrics are repeated throughout the Manual. Metrics can be used to 
demonstrate progress in more than one area. For example, the number of partners participating  
may be a metric for partnering, leveraging, dissemination or capacity-building activities. For those  
who want to know more about evaluation, we provide Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation.


Many PEPH grantees use bibliometric analyses to evaluate their publication activities.  
Because there are many existing resources that describe methods and strategies for analyzing 
peer-reviewed literature, we do not discuss these strategies in this Manual. We have provided 
some bibliometric resources in Appendix 4.
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Chapter 2: Partnerships


Introduction
This chapter focuses on the PEPH program area of partnerships. As discussed in Chapter 1, we use a logic model 
approach to illustrate the program components and to guide readers through the identification of potential  
metrics that can be used to document achievements related to partnerships. This information should serve  
as a source of ideas and examples for grantees, not as a prescriptive approach for building partnerships.


We provide examples throughout the chapter to show how grantees have applied the metrics in PEPH projects. 
We encourage readers to think of other metrics or to adapt these metrics to fit their project or partnership.


Partnerships Logic Model
Through our review of PEPH programs and relevant research on partnerships, we have identified activities, outputs 
and impacts that are common among PEPH programs. Figure 2.1 illustrates a variety of activities, outputs and 
impacts that might be associated with the creation and maintenance of partnerships within PEPH programs.  
This model is not comprehensive. Many other activities, outputs and impacts are possible, but not shown. 


This model contains three major components:


• Activities are actions that are based on available inputs to create and maintain partnerships.


• Outputs are the direct products of partnership activities.


• Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs.


In general, the logic models used in this Manual show an increasing level of maturity from left to right and from 
top to bottom. This design should ensure that all grantees, regardless of experience or capacity, can find activities, 
outputs or impacts relevant to their program. Grantees should also keep in mind that the actual implementation 
of a project may be more iterative than is shown in these logic models. For example, impacts achieved early in a 
project may affect the implementation of activities that occur later in the project. The elements of the model are 
numbered in Figure 2.1 to provide reference for discussion of this chapter.


Partnerships: Introduction


Characteristics of successful partnerships:


 • Trust, openness and mutual concern 


• Patience, flexibility and adaptability 


• Understanding and respect for the mission of each partner agency 


• Recognition of and respect for what each partner does well 


• Respect for each partner’s need for autonomy 


• Willingness to share resources for the benefit of all 


• Willingness to make decisions about adding or removing
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Partnerships: Introduction


Figure 2.1 Partnership Logic Model


 Activity 1  Activity 2  Activity 3  Activity 4 Activity 5


Identify partners Build relationships  Involve partners Communicate  Maintain and  
  with partners   clearly with  improve partnerships 
      partners  and processes 


   


 Output 1  Output 2  Output 3  Output 4 


Multi-directional Commitment  Translation of  Community   
communication by partners scientific findings involvement   
 among partners   among partners in research


 


 Impact 1  Impact 2  Impact 3 


Sustainable Increased awareness Expanded research
partnerships of issues and collaborations
  research process


Selecting Data and Metrics
In Chapter 1 we discussed potential sources of data. Grantees may find the following records to be helpful 
sources of data in tracking achievements related to partnership building:


• Activity logs


• Contact logs


• Participant lists


• Feedback forms


• Publication and material development lists


• Meeting agendas


• Group discussions


• Surveys


• Interviews


• Meeting notes


• Internet web logs


• Email exchanges


• Telephone logs


• Budgets


Records describe what happened and how. Records often take the form  
of an activity log or a journal that catalogues decisions, event attendees  
and other critical information.


When selecting metrics, remember that it will be easier to measure  
activities and outputs. Documenting impacts is important, but it may  
be challenging because of the length of time it might take to achieve the 
impacts, as well as the contextual factors that are likely to influence your ability to achieve these impacts.


The rest of this chapter provides ideas about activities, outputs and impacts related to partnerships as well  
as potential metrics to measure them. 


Consider whether 
you can collect data 
for your metrics in a 
realistic time frame.


For a more 
comprehensive list  
of data sources,  
see Chapter 7: 
Principles of  Evaluation.


Although we have numbered the components in the logic model to facilitate the discussion in  
this chapter, it is important to remember that the logic model is not linear. Projects will conduct 
activities, produce outputs and work to achieve impacts that are appropriate to their communities.
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Partnerships: Activities


Activities
In this section we discuss five activities that PEPH grantees may conduct in their efforts to build partnerships.  
Activities are actions that use available inputs to create and maintain partnerships.


 Activity 1:  Identify partners


 Activity 2:  Build relationships with partners


 Activity 3:  Involve partners


 Activity 4:  Communicate clearly with partners


 Activity 5:  Maintain and improve partnerships and processes


Activity 1: Identify partners


Whether forming a new partnership or adding members to an  
existing partnership, a key step is to identify potential partner  
organizations and connect with leaders of the organization.  
For example, public health officials are often the first point  
of contact for community members with an environmental  
health concern.


Grantees may want to select partners who can play key roles in 
activities such as monitoring and surveillance, gathering input  
from the community and sharing information among partner  
organizations. Individuals who serve as an initial point of contact 
within organizations can also become a source of additional  
contacts from other organizations.


Potential Partners: 


• Public Health Officials


• Educators


• Community Organizers


• Faith-based Organizations


• Tribes


• Federal and State


• Agencies


• Media Representatives
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Partnerships: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Identify partners


•  Number of partners identified


•  Number of additional identified partners that could be added in the future


•  Number of contacts made with potential partners


•  Number of potential partners who express interest in the project


•  Number and description of needs of each partner


•  Number and description of resources that each partner can contribute


• Description of benefits each partner may receive


•  Description of project goals as related to partnerships


• Description of potential or perceived benefits of the partnership to each partner  
(e.g., increased visibility, increased access to priority populations, increased networking  
opportunities, technical assistance, connections to key partners, funding, improved image)


• Description of historical trust concerns between partners and how these concerns will  
be addressed


Some activities and approaches for identifying partners:


• Consider the need for a partner and the qualities and characteristics desired in such a partner


•  Identify groups, individuals or institutions for a partnership that have a stake or role in the issue at hand


•  Address any historical or significant trust issues before creating a new partnership


•  Identify program goals and values of the partner organizations


•  Identify areas of duplication and potential gaps


•  Assess compatibility with potential partners


•  Analyze what your program and the potential partners can gain through this partnership


•  Identify specific resources that these potential partners will contribute to the outcomes or products  
expected from the partnership and compare them with available resources


•  Conduct an initial survey to identify partners of interest, including nontraditional partners that might  
be helpful in a new partnership 


•  Assess previous and existing partnership experiences
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Partnerships: Activities


Metrics in Action 2.1: Researchers at the University of Cincinnati (UC) sought to better 
understand the effect of anti-idling policies on the health of school children. UC researchers  
had talked with potential partners at Cincinnati Public Schools (CPS) and the Cincinnati  
Health Department (CHD) to explore opportunities to work together and to begin to lay the 
foundation for a strong partnership by understanding the resources each partner might bring 
to a project. When a funding opportunity arose, the partners were able to mobilize quickly and 
apply for an NIEHS grant that enabled them to address childhood asthma. The partners are now 
working on a project to gather more data about the health risks associated with school-bus 
idling and to develop strategies to reduce school children’s exposure to air pollution.


The efforts of local, state and national organizations have been crucial to the success of the 
project. For example, UC, CPS and CHD staff and school nurses helped identify and recruit 
students with asthma and also conducted health assessments of these students. UC staff 
helped prepare materials for the project, including handouts, assessment tools and poster 
boards to be used for community-wide outreach events. UC and CPS staff and students worked 
together with assistance from the Alliance for Leadership and Interconnection (ALI) to create 
an Anti-Idling Campaign training video. The video features students providing facts about the 
problems created by engine idling and highlighting ways to help improve air quality while  
protecting the environment in a cost-conscious manner. A CPS student also composed an  
anti-idling-themed song, fulfilling the need for an engaging and age-appropriate outreach 
method to be used in the schools.


Other partners included Roxanne Qualls, a veteran Cincinnati city councilwoman, who  
developed a public service announcement endorsing the anti-idling campaign and challenging 
viewers to action. The CHD also educated and trained more than 600 bus drivers to support to 
the anti-idling campaign. Finally, the Hamilton County Department of Environmental Services 
provided information on air quality to staff and students of the CPS during school assemblies.


Metrics for identifying partners:


•  Number of partners identified: At least five organizations participated in this project, 
including CPS, CHD, ALI, Councilwoman Qualls and the Hamilton County Department 
of Environmental Services.


•  Number and description of resources that each partner can contribute: CPS provides 
access to students and schools in the district, CHD provides nursing services, Councilwoman 
Qualls provided credibility and the ability to attract attention to the project, and the Hamilton 
County Department of Environmental Services provided training and information to CPS staff  
and students.


For more information about the UC, CPS and CHD partnership, visit: 
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/prog/rta/ryan/index.cfm.



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/prog/rta/ryan/index.cfm
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Activity 2: Build relationships with partners


Facilitating open and organized communication among partners in a way that builds confidence and trust is 
often the best starting point for a project and a necessary constant throughout. Examples of activities that may 
help enhance communication to build relationships with partners include:


•  Actively involving partners through participation on an advisory board, science advisory board, and/or  
policy advisory board


•  Clarifying expectations through a formal agreement 11 that might include:


  –  Names of partner agencies, organizations, and individuals


  –  Statement of purpose


  –  Participation requirements


  –  Opportunities or plans for exiting the partnership


  –  Expectations for meeting frequency, duration, etc.


  –  Expectations or goals for the project as a whole and for each partner


  –  Description of allocation of resources


  –  Approach to addressing cultural competency


  –  Data sharing and ownership agreements


  –  Publication and authorship guidelines


  –  Signatures of agencies and organizations committed to accomplishing the goals


 11 A sample memorandum of understanding (MOU) is included in Appendix 8 as an example of a formal agreement.


Partnerships: Activities


Many PEPH partnerships spend time identifying a process for reaching a consensus and for  
resolving conflict. Professional facilitators can be helpful in important decision-making meetings. 
It is important that partners not ignore contentious issues but address them directly to encourage 
effective decisions and strong partnerships.12


Many frameworks exist that describe key concepts related to partnering. Grantees may find it 
useful to create checklists or metrics based on these frameworks. We provide a list of sources  
in Appendix 4.
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•  Using formal governance procedures to organize partnership activities


•  Revisiting mission, goals and formal agreements regularly (e.g., bi-monthly, annually, biannually)


•  Providing opportunities for regular communication among partners through emails, listservs, and  
participation in meetings


•  Providing opportunities for input on and access to meeting agendas


•  Providing incentives (financial and non-financial) to encourage partners to fully participate in the  
program or project


•  Planning meetings and other activities to increase interaction, communication and exposure to one another 
as well as to build collaboration and cooperation (e.g., community meetings, classes, workshops). Ensure that 
meetings are scheduled at times that are convenient to all partners.


•  Addressing cultural differences by working to understand the culture, values and beliefs of new partners and 
by developing ways to address differences in education, language, preparation, culture, etc.


•  Vocalizing and discussing expectations from each partner in a group setting until an agreement is reached 
and engaging professional facilitators to manage conflict when needed 


•  Interviewing partners to assess which aspects of the partnership work or do not work.


12  See also, Susskind L, McKearnan S, Thomas-Larmer J. 1999. The Consensus Building Handbook: A Comprehensive Guide to Reaching Agreement. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.


Partnerships: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Build relationships with partners


• Description of formal partnership agreement, including provisions and requirements


• Number of partners who signed agreement 


• Re-evaluation of goals and mission


• Description of how barriers to communication (e.g., cultural, language, educational) between  
partners were addressed


• Description of how aspects of the relationship have changed over time


• Lists of outreach and collaboration partnership activities, including number of partners involved, 
date, time and place of activity, who identified the issue, and approach and purpose of activity


• Satisfaction level of grantees with partnership (quantitative or descriptive)


• List of partners and advisory board members
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Partnerships: Activities


Metrics in Action 2.2 Alaska Community Action on Toxics: Because of Alaska’s vast 
geography and severe weather, organizations there face unique challenges in building  
partnerships. These challenges require that organizations find creative ways to communicate 
and facilitate participation in research projects and other activities. The Alaska Community  
Action on Toxics (ACAT) has addressed these challenges to partnership building by  
establishing a volunteer board that meets using teleconference technology to supplement 
face-to-face meetings. The board comprises representatives from across the state: three  
members from Anchorage and five members from communities throughout Alaska. During 
the meetings, board members discuss challenges, resolve conflicts and work together to develop 
ACAT strategy. Board members keep the community partners involved by regularly reporting  
back to the communities. Twice a year ACAT also holds community meetings to discuss project 
progress and research findings, as well as to consider new ideas for research. 


Metrics for building relationships with partners:


•  Number of partners who signed formal partnership agreement: X* partners signed a formal 
partnership agreement and regularly participate in board activities.


•  Satisfaction level of grantees with partnership: According to a survey of ACAT board members, 
XX% are very satisfied with the use of teleconferences as a way to conduct board meetings.


For more information about ACAT, visit: http://www.akaction.org.


*Where actual metrics were not available we have used an X to indicate hypotherical numbers.



http://www.akaction.org
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Activity 3: Involve partners


Engaging partners allows them to develop a sense of project ownership, rather than a feeling of being the object 
of the study. Community partners in particular are more likely to commit to and participate in projects if they 
have a voice in framing the research questions and conducting the research. Recognizing inherent challenges to 
engaging community groups in this fashion, PEPH grantees frequently provide training to community members 
on the research process.


Involving partners in the research process may help to:


• Familiarize partners with research language to ensure successful communication


• Familiarize researchers with language used by the community


• Enable partners to advocate for their communities


Partnerships: Activities


Partners can be involved with almost every aspect


of research projects, including:


• Framing research questions


• Designing the research projects


• Collecting and analyzing data


• Interpreting and translating findings


• Communicating findings to others


• Evaluating what worked and designing next steps
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For another perspective on active partner involvement, consider about Sherry Arnstein’s ladder of citizen  
participation, in which she describes the various levels at which partners may be involved with a project.13 
Figure 2.2 illustrates Arnstein’s levels of involvement using the rungs of a ladder and shows how community  
empowerment begins to happen when community members and other partners are actively engaged in  
a partnership.


Figure 2.2 Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation


Partnerships: Activities


 13 Arnstein, SR. 1969. A ladder of citizen participation. J Am I Planners 35(4):216-224. 
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Partnerships: Activities


Using the Ladder of Participation in a Project


In 2003, the University of Kentucky formed the Kentucky Research Consortium for Energy 
and Environment (KRCEE). The Consortium’s mission is to provide technical support to the 
U.S. Department of Energy, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Kentucky Division  
of Waste Management for clean-up efforts at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP),  
a National Priority List Superfund site. In 2009, the Department of Energy asked KRCEE to develop  
a community-based future vision for the site and create a PGDP End State Report that identifies the 
range of community perspectives and preferences for the site’s future after the Department of Energy 
closes the facility. The project team utilized the Community-Based Participatory Communication  
process. To assess the level of public participation in previous efforts to engage the community as  
well as the perceived ideal levels of public involvement, KRCEE used Sherry Arnstein’s “Ladder of  
Citizen Participation.” Respondents assessed the performance of the Consortium using the rungs  
of the ladder as the rating scale.


Paducah participants felt that the target level of public engagement as depicted on the Arnstein  
Ladder was partnership, but they felt that the actual experienced level of public engagement lay 
between informing and placation. KRCEE developed an evaluation tool based on these partnership 
levels and used the findings to move the group towards the desired level of involvement. To use the 
scale as a metric, projects could track the changes in responses in each category over time.


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Involve partners


• Number and description of partners who contributed to identifying or framing research questions


• Description of partners’ contributions to research 


• Number and description of concerns voiced by partners


• Description of how concerns were addressed by partnership


• Description of how resources were shared among partners


• Number of hours partners participated in research


• Description of partner involvement in research


• Satisfaction level of grantees with involvement in research process (quantitative or narrative)


• Number and description of interactions with partners 


• Number of partners in research project leadership roles
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Partnerships: Activities


Metrics in Action 2.3 Marine Resources for Future Generations (MRFFG): The Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) wanted to work with the Asian and Pacific Islander 
(API) community members to address illegal shellfish harvesting issues. They identified the 
Korean Women’s Association (KWA) and the Indochinese Cultural and Service Center (ICSC)  
as two partners who also had an interest in promoting environmental public health issues 
among the API community. These partners have a history of working in the API community  
and helped WDFW gain access to API community members. The partners worked with the  
community to educate them about the hazards of consuming shellfish from closed and  
contaminated beaches. Once the community understood the dangers associated with  
contaminated seafood, they realized they did not have the information they needed to  
make changes in their own behavior. The local markets where API communities buy  
shellfish did not advertise the source of the shellfish. To address this problem, the partners  
created the MRFFG program, which worked with local markets to identify and display the 
source of shellfish. The MRFFG program successfully involved relevant partners in the process  
of framing and prioritizing the project’s research questions to address local concerns and help 
reduce local health risks.


Metrics for involving partners:


• Number and description of partners who contributed to identifying or framing research  
questions: Three partners worked to identify and frame research questions: a state agency 
and two community service organizations with ties to the API community.


• Number of hours partners participated in research:  
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, XX hours  
The Korean Women’s Association, XX hours  
Indochinese Cultural and Service Center, XX hours


For more information about this project, see: Judd NL, Drew CH, Acharya C, Mitchell TA,  
Donatuto JL, Burns GW, et al. 2005. Framing scientific analyses for risk management of  
environmental hazards by communities: Case studies with seafood safety issues, 
Environ Health Perspect 113(11). 


 
Available: http://www.ehp.niehs.nih.gov/members/2005/7655/7655.html 



http://www.ehp.niehs.nih.gov/members/2005/7655/7655.html
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Activity 4: Communicate clearly with partners


Strong partnerships are the result of effective communication among partners. Partners are more likely to  
engage in environmental public health activities if they understand the purpose, expectations and benefits  
of participation. Strategies for communicating clearly and effectively with partners include:


•  Providing opportunities for regular communication through email, listservs, meetings, etc.


•  Creating messages and materials in partnership with the target audience


•  Developing culturally-appropriate communication strategies and messages in partnership  
with the intended audience


•  Testing communication materials for readability


• Creating opportunities to listen to community members 


Partnerships: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Communicate clearly with partners


•  Number and description of messages disseminated


•  Number and description of media channels used to disseminate messages  
(radio, television, websites, brochures, live performances, etc.)


•  Description of efforts to ensure bidirectional communication


•  Number of people who received messages (website hits, brochures taken,  
radio or television audience estimates, meeting participants)


•  Level of awareness of messages


•  Level of comprehension of messages 


•  Description of efforts to ensure culturally-appropriate messages
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Partnerships: Activities


Metrics in Action 2.4 The Silent Spring Institute: The Institute has a core mission of 
identifying the links between the environment and women’s health, particularly breast cancer. 
The Institute collaborates with Communities for a Better Environment (an environmental  
justice organization) and researchers at Brown University and the University of California, 
Berkeley, to study household exposures to pollutants. One of the Institute’s primary strategies  
for communicating with its target audience is to report back to study participants on the 
chemicals detected in their home. The feedback is tailored to the unique exposures identified 
and includes actions that can be taken to reduce or eliminate these exposures. Reports put 
results in the context of what scientists know and what is still uncertain about links between 
these exposures and health. The Institute has found that households are motivated to adopt 
environmentally healthy practices when they receive tailored information about specific  
environmental exposures in their homes.


Metrics for communicating clearly with partners:


• Number and description of messages: All messages to homeowners are personalized 
to provide specific actions that can be taken to mitigate environmental health hazards.


• Number and description of media channels used to disseminate messages:  
The Institute provides feedback in person to provide opportunities for questions and discussion.


For more information about The Silent Spring Institute, visit: http://www.silentspring.org.



http://www.silentspring.org
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Partnerships: Activities


Activity 5: Maintain and improve partnerships and processes


Once grantees have established partnerships they still need to work to maintain the relationships. Many of the 
strategies conducted to build partnerships in the first place are also applicable to maintaining and improving 
these relationships.


Specific strategies for sustaining partnerships include:


•  Communicating on a regular basis


•  Revisiting and reframing the vision and goals of the project


•  Revisiting decisions made early in the project, including governance agreements, rules for meetings  
and verbal agreements about the importance of trust, communications and respect for other members  
of the partnership


•  Revisiting and reframing research questions


•  Assessing the number and diversity of partner organizations


•  Assessing potential threats to the partnership


•  Adding partners or giving partners the opportunity to exit the partnership


•  Gathering additional input and opinions from partners


•  Summarizing outcomes of the partnership to communicate its value 


 14  Trent TR, Davis RM. 2009. Scope, scale, and sustainability: What it takes to create lasting community change. The Foundation Review 1(1): 96-114.


As a project progresses and new needs emerge, it might be useful to consider whether or not 
partners need to cycle in and out of active participation.14 In order to facilitate this process, 
it may be helpful to provide structured opportunities to renew partnership commitments.


Example Metrics for Activity 5: Maintain and improve partnerships and processes
• Number and description of partners added


• Number and description of partners who cycle out of the partnership


• Number and description of partners retained


• Description of new needs


• Description of new resources


• Description of changes to research questions
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Outputs
This section describes four outputs PEPH grantees may produce as a result of their activities to build partnerships. 
As a reminder, outputs are the direct products of partnership activities. Identifying and describing outputs enable 
grantees to see the connection between activities and impacts.


 Output 1:  Multi-directional communication among partners


 Output 2:  Commitment by partners


 Output 3:  Translation of scientific findings among partners


 Output 4:  Community involvement in research


Output 1: Multi-directional communication among partners


A direct output of building strong partnerships is the opportunity for multi-directional communication 
among partners, in which all partners listen as often as they talk. Partners involved in multi-directional 
communication have equal opportunities to take part in discussions, set the agenda and decide on 
research priorities. Partnerships that encourage multi-directional communication encourage transparency,  
sustain effective communication and promote sustainable partnerships. To determine if a partnership is  
generating opportunities for multi-directional communication, grantees can answer the following questions:


  •  Who initiates the communication?  •  Who decides on the language and content?


  •  Who designs the type of interaction   •  Who is the target audience? 
  or communication?


Partnerships: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 1: Multi-directional communication among partners
•  Number and types of partners participating in communication activities  


(e.g., ethnic, cultural and geographic diversity)


•  Number and description of opportunities for partners to voice their opinions and needs


•  Description of contributions from partners


•  Description of exchanges that occur 


•  Description of any adaptations made to communication styles or messages  
to reflect cultural appropriateness 
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Partnerships: Outputs


Metrics in Action 2.5 The Deep South Center for Environmental Justice (DSCEJ): Located in New 
Orleans, DSCEJ was founded in 1992 as a collaboration of regional community environmental groups 
and universities dedicated to addressing environmental justice issues. The DSCEJ has developed  
and embraced a model for community partnership called “communiversity,” which emphasizes  
a collaborative relationship between universities and communities.


This “communiversity” approach was developed in direct response to past inequalities in  
communication, where problem-solving attempts often consisted of researchers controlling the 
dynamics of interaction. The new model helps equalize partner interactions and input and facilitates 
reciprocal communication between community members, researchers and students. The DSCEJ  
community and university partnership provides opportunities for communities, scientific  
researchers and policy-makers to collaborate on programs and projects to minimize  
environmental health risks and consequences.


To advance the “communiversity” model, DSCEJ formed the Mississippi River Avatar Community  
Advisory Board (CAB), which provides a venue for multi-directional communication among  
representatives from grassroots organizations and leaders of affected communities in the river  
corridor. The results of these partnerships include environmental public health initiatives such as  
A Safe Way Back Home and toolkits for Hurricane Katrina survivors.


Metrics for multi-directional communication among partners:


•  Number and description of opportunities for partners to voice their opinions and needs:   
The Mississippi River Avatar Community Action Board meets X times per year.  XX people  
attend the meetings and actively participate in discussions.


•  Number of times each partner contributes to meetings: Each partner has helped lead at least X 
meetings and all partners have provided input  at least once per meeting.


For more information about the DSCEJ, visit: www.dscej.org.



http://www.dscej.org
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Output 2: Commitment by partners


Increased commitment by partners to both the project mission and the partnership itself is an output of  
successful partnerships. Evidence of commitment serves as an indicator that relevant partners care about the 
project underway and are actively engaged in the partnership. This evidence could include tangible investments, 
such as contributions of money or meeting space. Evidence can also include less tangible elements, such as time 
donated, partner interactions and outreach. For example, academic partners can demonstrate commitment to 
the project by training and employing members of the community:15


•  In New Orleans, the “Lead Busters” project trained and employed community residents  
to conduct interventions.


•  In Detroit, residents partnered with researchers, as leaders and active participants, to conduct  
asthma interventions in the community for the Community Action Against Asthma project.


 15 Jones L. 2000. Healthy African American Families. In: Successful Models of Community-Based Participatory Research, 29-31 March 2000: Final Report, 
Washington, DC. 38. (O’Fallon LR, Tyson FL, Dearry A, eds). Available:  http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf 
[accessed 16 December 2011].


Partnerships: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 2: Commitment by partners


•  Number of active diverse partners who represent research and community needs (e.g., funders, 
faith-based organizations, governmental and nongovernmental organizations, universities, etc.)


•  Number of community partners participating in a grant application process


•  Description of resource sharing among partners


•  Level of funding committed by partners 


•  Description and count of other resources committed by partners (staff, volunteers, supplies,  
meeting space)


•  Number of community partners participating in the research effort 


•  Description of community support (e.g., letters of support, invitations to organizational events, 
funding contributions)


•  Description of partner feedback


•  Number of partners signing memorandums of understanding or other commitment documents


•  Number of community partners willing to take on leadership roles (or number in leadership roles)


•  Number of hours volunteers contributed



http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf
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Output 3: Translation of scientific findings among partners


Research produces scientific findings about community based environmental health interventions, activities  
or products. By interpreting or translating these findings for specific audiences, researchers and community  
partners can work together to apply the science in ways that affect the daily lives of community members.  
When research information is appropriately translated and discussed, partners are more likely to adopt  
measures that are recommended for reducing environmental health risks.


Partnerships: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 3: Translation of scientific findings among partners


•  Number and description of materials that translate findings  
(see also Chapter 4: Products and Dissemination)


•  Lists of co-authorship on materials that demonstrate a mix of partners


•  Description of subsequent funding for translation efforts


•  Description of support provided by target audience for translation efforts


•  Number of publications that report on translation activities


•  Description and counts of how partners are using findings in other settings


•  Number of requests for translated information by partners


•  Description of requests for materials by others


•  Anecdotal evidence indicating successful translation of scientific findings to new audiences


•  Number and description of materials or products produced by partners that include  
research findings
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Partnerships: Outputs


Metrics in Action 2.6: The goal of the Superfund Research Translation Core (Core) at the 
University of California (UC), Berkeley, is to translate research findings and scientific knowledge 
for a wide range of audiences. The audiences include federal and state agencies, state legislators 
and their aides, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), community-based organizations (CBOs), 
relevant business interests and others involved in the remediation of Superfund sites or engaged in 
efforts to protect public health. The Core involves community groups in workshops to explore the 
relationship between research findings and policy in order to identify translation projects that will 
address community concerns. For these workshops, the Core works with partners to identify and 
select topics, formulate agendas and select speakers. Engaging the communities in the selection  
of topics for translation results in a richer product and a more inclusive roster of participants,  
reflecting both science and policy expertise. Previous workshop topics include:


• Use of biomonitoring data in environmental public health surveillance and policy


• Implications of research related to susceptibility to environmental exposures


• Use of findings in public policy


Following the selection of topics, researchers work with community partners to translate scientific 
findings in ways that allow conceptual access to the research. UC Berkeley also ensures that the  
final materials are available in locations frequented by the target population.


Metrics for translation of scientific findings among partners:


• Description of support provided by target audience for translation efforts: UC Berkeley involves the 
community partners by educating them about the research findings and gathering ideas from them 
about how this information could be applied in their communities. Community  partners provide 
input on early messages and products and provide feedback on drafts of  initial materials. Community 
partners also provide guidance about the most effective ways  to distribute the material.


• Description of requests for materials by others: X organizations requested XX copies of the 
(name of publication), (name of newspaper) ran an article on the issue, and (name of organization) 
has requested XX copies to distribute to (whom?)


For more information about the UC Berkeley Core, visit: http://superfund.berkeley.edu/.


For more information on products and dissemination, see Chapter 4.



http://superfund.berkeley.edu/
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Output 4: Community involvement in research


PEPH programs include teams of researchers and community members who work together to develop research 
questions, conduct the research, translate research findings and produce products for dissemination. This type  
of community involvement in research is a direct product of a successful partnership.


Partnerships: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 4: Community involvement in research


•  Number of partners who participate in collecting data


•  Number of partners who participate in analyzing data


•  Number of partners who participate in developing messages to summarize results


•  Description of community involvement in research process


•  Number of partners who co-author papers


•  Number of new organizations who become involved in research and outreach


•  Number of partners who provide input to websites


•  Number of engaged students from communities


•  Number of theses, posters, doctoral dissertations, etc., related to the research


•  Description of feedback from the target community that demonstrates effective  
communication strategies tailored to partner audiences, including consideration  
of language and cultural differences


•  Number and description of partners participating in seminars on campus and  
in the community, including number of contact hours


•  Frequency of invitations for partners to attend events of other partners
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Partnerships: Outputs


Metrics in Action 2.7: The partners of the community-based, participatory research project called 
Together for Agricultural Safety Project (TASP) worked as a team to develop interventions to 
reduce the adverse health effects of pesticide exposure among farmworkers. The collaborators  
included health researchers from the University of Florida (UF), the Farmworker Association of  
Florida (FWAF) and Best Start, Inc. (BSI), a social marketing research firm. The team first conducted 
focus groups with farmworkers to assess their knowledge, attitudes and behaviors about workplace  
pesticide exposure as well as to understand how best to communicate these environmental public 
health messages to them. The project employed bilingual FWAF community members to recruit 
group participants and moderate information sessions. Researchers also developed and conducted  
a survey with 382 workers to determine the best ways to reduce harmful pesticide exposure. Based 
on the input of the farmworkers, the partners designed and built portable hand-washing tanks for 
the field, and developed an accompanying educational campaign about the importance of field 
sanitation practices for workplace supervisors and employees. All three partners also contributed  
to an article summarizing the process by which the project was implemented.


Metrics for community involvement in research:


•  Number of partners who participated in collecting data: Members of the FWAF helped develop and 
lead focus groups and provided input into the survey development. Researchers from UF and BSI also 
collected data, while 382 farmworkers provided data.


•  Number of partners who co-author papers: All three partners contributed to an article 
summarizing the process by which the project was implemented.


For more information about TASP, visit:  
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1240566/pdf/ehp109s-000461.pdf.



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1240566/pdf/ehp109s-000461.pdf





36


P
a
r
tn


e
r
s
h


ip
s


Impacts
Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from activities and outputs. This section provides metrics for three 
impacts that grantees might expect to achieve as a result of building and maintaining partnerships.


Impact 1: Sustainable partnerships


Impact 2: Increased awareness of issues and research process


Impact 3: Expanded research collaborations


Impacts are more difficult to measure than activities and outputs in part because it often takes several years  
for substantive changes to occur. When thinking about the impacts a project might be able to achieve and how 
to measure those impacts, it can be helpful to think in terms of short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term 
impacts are typically those changes that would be expected in the first few years of a project. Long-term impacts 
might not be seen for 5 or more years. Even when impacts are expected to occur beyond the life of a program,  
it can be helpful to identify impacts that grantees can document and measure.


Grantees may also be hesitant to claim credit for impacts because other organizations or other contextual factors 
may have contributed to the changes. While grantees may not be able to claim sole credit for these impacts, it is 
important to be able to track these broader changes and to document the contributions made by the project to 
achieving these impacts.


Although there are challenges associated with measuring impacts, 
tracking progress towards these goals helps grantees stay on track, 
demonstrate success and identify areas for improvement. What  
is most important is that the ultimate goal of partnerships is to  
produce outcomes and impacts that lead to improvements in 
health through a reduction in environmental health hazards.16


 16 See also, Silka L. 2000. Evaluation as a strategy for documenting the strengths of community-based participatory research in: Successful Models 
of Community-Based Participatory Research, 29-31 March 2000: Final Report, Washington, DC. 49-54. (O’Fallon LR, Tyson FL, Dearry A, eds).  
Available: http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Partnerships: Impacts


For additional information  
on long-term impacts, see  
Chapter 7: Principles  
of Evaluation.



http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf
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Impact 1: Sustainable partnerships


A sustainable partnership is able to maintain long-term success after dedicated funding sources have ended.17 
Key factors necessary for sustainability include institutionalization (partnerships embedded in formal structures 
or relationships), financing and capacity.18 A significant impact 
of PEPH projects is the existence of sustainable partnerships.  
Sustainable partnerships increase the amount and extent of  
community engagement in research. Such partnerships  
are especially beneficial to communities affected by a  
disproportionate burden of environmental health risk.


 17 Center for Substance Abuse Treatment. 2008. Sustaining Grassroots Community-Based Programs: A Toolkit for Community- and Faith-Based Service 
Providers. HHS Publication No. (SMA) 08-4340. Rockville, MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services. 


 18 Trent TR, Davis RM. 2009. Scope, scale, and sustainability: What it takes to create lasting community change. The Foundation Review1(1): 96-114.


Partnerships: Impacts


For additional information  
on leveraging, see Chapter 3, 
and for more information on  
capacity building, see Chapter 6.


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Sustainable partnerships


•  Number of years the project or program has existed 


•  Length of time partners remain involved with the partnership


•  Degree to which partners’ organizations reflect a concern for environmental public health


•  Timeline of key milestones in partnership’s history


•  Description of mutual influence 


•  Description of long-term plans and benefits to each partner


•  Description of strategies for sharing power among partners


•  Description of challenges identified by partners and how they are addressed


•  Description of the body of knowledge acquired while developing and sustaining  
new and existing partnerships


•  Number of organizations that have formal policies requiring participation in the partnership


•  Description of continued relevance of the project to partners
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Impact 2: Increased awareness of issues and research process


Increased awareness of environmental health issues is another important impact of partnership activities.  
Engagement of community partners in identifying research questions, participating in the research and  
disseminating the findings provides the underpinnings for a community to fully understand environmental 
health issues and make informed decisions that affect them. By working together, community partners are able 
to improve awareness and understanding among their constituents of environmental public health issues and 
their sources, as well as the research process. Community input also helps improve the research and findings. 
Grantees can use community input to ensure that research questions address community concerns. Grantees  
can also use community input to ensure that materials and publications are relevant to the community and 
therefore more likely to be read and applied within the community.


Partnerships: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Increased awareness of issues and research process


•  Trends in depth of understanding of community partners on environmental public health issues


•  Number of community partners who report increased awareness of environmental public  
health issues


•  Description of research findings reported in partners’ materials, websites and messages


•  Description of community mobilization around other environmental public health issues


•  Description of research findings reported in materials intended to change behaviors,  
policies or regulations


•  Description of how public health departments changed materials based on research findings


•  Description of how schools have changed materials or curricula based on research findings


•  Number and description of new programs that have been added to address research findings


•  Number and description of new dissemination materials that have been added to address  
research findings


•  Description of how partners have applied knowledge of the research process to other issues
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Partnerships: Impacts


Metrics in Action 2.8: The University of New Mexico Community Outreach and Engagement 
Program (UNM COEP) has invested the time to successfully communicate and engage with 
partners in order to increase awareness of environmental public health issues and the research 
process. The program communicates with several tribal populations about water quality, air 
quality and social/environmental justice issues through multimedia tools developed with  
communities such as photos and pamphlets that individuals can take home and share  
with their families. They also use radio to broadcast messages, ranging from 30-second  
public service announcements to one-hour talk shows. The researchers produce almost  
all of their materials in English and native languages where appropriate.


Although initial efforts may have had a narrow focus such as raising awareness of drinking 
water quality, the researchers found that after several years of working with the tribes, the  
community members who participate in the meetings or call-in shows tend to ask questions 
about a broad range of environmental public health issues. Through this partnership, the  
researchers have developed a better understanding of the relationship of these communities 
to water and landbased resources, as well as of  
the way in which cultural priorities affect actions.


Metrics for increased awareness  
of issues and research process:


•  Trends in depth of understanding of community 
partners on environmental public health issues:  
The UNM COEP surveys community partners and  
analyzes the content of questions raised at meetings 
and in radio call-in shows to track the depth of  
understanding of focused issues and awareness  
of other potential environmental hazards over 
time. The number of questions based on inaccurate 
assumptions has decreased over the last 10 years, 
while the level of detail and number of issues have 
increased over the same time period.


•  Description of how partners have applied  
knowledge of the research process to other issues: 
Communities have used the knowledge they gained  
about the research process to begin working with other agencies to address 
environmental health issues related to food safety and access, and to seat belt use as  
well. The program also tracks the number of times community and agency partners  
independently use research data to support requests for action and policy change.


For more information about the UNM COEP, visit:  
http://hsc.unm.edu/pharmacy/healthyvoices/about.html
http://www.healthyvoices.org/


Example of posters used to raise awareness  
of water quality issues with Navajo populations.



http://hsc.unm.edu/pharmacy/healthyvoices/about.html

http://www.healthyvoices.org/
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Impact 3: Expanded research collaborations


As partnerships mature, one important impact that may result 
is collaboration on new projects. As partners get comfortable 
with the research process and learn to trust each other, it  
is likely that they will be interested in pursuing additional  
research collaborations. Follow-on projects can be more  
complex and sophisticated, include multiple components  
and be more likely to leverage funds from internal and  
external partners.


Partnerships: Impacts


See Chapter 3 for more 
information on leveraging.


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Expanded research collaborations


• Number and description of partners who express an interest in additional research projects


• Number and description of new research questions proposed by partners


• Number and description of follow-on research projects identified


• Number of early-stage investigators recruited to pursue environmental health careers


• Number of application and awards for additional grants


• Number and description of new partners who join the research project


• Change in number of partners over the life of the project


• Number of publications with new partners


• Number of new partners who contributed to publications


• Description of additional research opportunities generated
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Partnerships: Impacts


Metrics in Action… Focus on NIEHS…


NIEHS is interested in having PEPH research be part of research that is funded through regular  
NIH study sections. This funding would indicate that PEPH research is being incorporated into  
standard NIEHS research, without NIEHS having to release a special RFA. For this reason, we measure 
how well grantees do in specific study sections. By tracking this metric over time, we hope to increase  
the number of applications and awards funded through regular study sections. Grantees may also  
find it useful to track this information.


Metrics in Action 2.9: The Detroit Community-Academic Urban Research Center (Detroit URC) 
is a collaborative partnership whose members include the University of Michigan Schools of Public 
Health, Nursing, and Social Work, the Detroit Department of Health and Wellness Promotion, eight 
community-based organizations and the Henry Ford Health System. The partnership was founded 
in 1985 and over the years has developed a strong sense of trust and open lines of communication 
among partners. When an opportunity to apply for NIEHS/EPA Centers for Excellence in Children’s 
Health funding plan arose, the Detroit URC was able to mobilize its partners to take action. The partners 
openly discussed research priorities and concerns and identified children’s environmental health as 
one of its priorities. Because of the strong partnership that was already in existence, the Detroit URC 
was able to expand its research into new priority areas and was able to successfully obtain funding to 
cover this new research area. The Detroit URC also recruited three additional agencies to participate in 
these new research projects.


Metrics for expanded research collaborations:


•  Description of additional research opportunities generated: $5 million granted by NIEHS 
for establishing a Children’s Environmental Health Sciences Center (Michigan Center for the  
Environment and Children’s Health), 1998-2005; $2.4 million granted by NIEHS to conduct  
the Community Organizing Network for Environmental Health, 2000-05; $2.5 million granted by 
NIEHS for a household intervention to reduce asthma triggers, 2008-13 and another $2.5 million  
from NIEHS for an epidemiologic project to characterize the effect of roadway associated air  
pollution on the exacerbation of asthma in children, 2008-13.


•  Change in number of partners over the life of the project: The partners have stayed the same over 
the years, with the exception of one new organization that joined to work on environmental public 
health activities.


For more information about the Detroit URC, visit: www.detroiturc.org



http://www.detroiturc.org
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Chapter 2 Case Study: The DiNEH Project


Partner identification and relationship building
The Diné Network for Environmental Health (DiNEH) Project is an  
outgrowth of ongoing collaborations to address the long-term public health 
and environmental effects of exposure to 1,100 unremediated legacy waste  
sites from more than 50 years of uranium mining on Navajo Nation lands.  
The Community Environmental Health Program of the University of New 
Mexico (UNM-CEHP) developed the DiNEH Project at the request of the Eastern Navajo 
Health Board (ENHB, or “the Health Board”), which had long been concerned about the possible role  
of environmental agents in the high rates of kidney disease observed in the local population. The DiNEH  
collaboration, which includes the Southwest Research and Information Center (SRIC) and numerous Navajo 
research staff and consultants, has continued to evolve over the last decade and now works throughout all 
110 chapters of the Navajo Nation. It currently includes three service units of Navajo Area Indian Health Service 
(NAIHS), two contract (PL-638) health care facilities, several Navajo agencies including the Division of Health  
and the Navajo Nation EPA, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention/Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (CDC/ATSDR) and USEPA Region 9. The focus of the project has expanded from water exposures 
and kidney health to environmental exposure effects on reproductive outcomes and child development at the 
request of affected communities. The DiNEH Project is characterized by a mature core of partners that operates  
as a team and is able to adjust the partnership to respond to community and research needs.


Metrics:


• Number and description of partners: The DiNEH collaboration includes the Southwest Research and Information 
Center (SRIC) and numerous Navajo research staff and consultants, and all 110 chapters of the Navajo Nation.  
It currently includes three service units of Navajo Area Indian Health Service (NAIHS), two contract (PL-638) health 
care facilities, several Navajo agencies including the Division of Health and the Navajo Nation EPA, the Centers  
for Disease Control and Prevention/Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (CDC/ATSDR) and  
USEPA Region 9.


Build relationships with partners
The DiNEH team identified new partners based on community needs and cultural norms. For example, Native 
American communities typically involve medicine men in tribal decision-making, and in response to community 
requests the partnership seeks support from the medicine men’s organizations, provides updates and solicits 
their advice. The original project also had to facilitate participation by 20 Navajo Chapters (similar to  
counties) and has worked with them to develop methods for regular communication of results. The UNM-CEHP 
also identified partners who brought key research skills to the project, such as people involved in clinical chemistry 
and those researching biomarkers of cardiovascular, kidney and autoimmune disease as well as geochemists, 
hydrologists and radiation biologists.


Partnerships: Case Study
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Partners worked together to identify the goals of the DiNEH Project.  
These goals include:


• Examining the poorly understood interplay between toxicant exposures and behavioral and cultural factors


• Educating community members and leaders about the possible role of water‐borne agents in  
disease causation


• Identifying safe and unsafe water sources


• Increasing community capacity to carry out environmental health studies


• Informing public policies to promote safe drinking water and reduce exposures to waste


• Investigating the effect of uranium exposure on health


• Working with clinicians to understand interactions of exposure with known risk factors for disease


• Communicating environmental health concerns related to uranium wastes


Metrics:


• Descriptions of how barriers to communication (e.g., cultural, language, educational)  
between partners were addressed: Native American communities typically involve medicine men in tribal 
decision-making, and in response to community requests the partnership seeks support from the medicine men’s 
organizations, provides updates and solicits their advice.


Expanded research collaborations


Partners recently identified a new research question they are beginning to address through the addition of  
new partners: understanding the effect of uranium exposure on reproductive outcomes and child development.


Metric:


• Number and descriptions of new research questions proposed by partners: Partners identified one new 
research question – what is the effect of uranium exposure on reproductive outcomes and child development?  
The DiNEH team members developed many materials to communicate their findings to a variety of audiences  
and worked to influence policies for that will protect the health of tribal members.


For more information about DiNEH, visit: http://hsc.unm.edu/pharmacy/healthyvoices/Dineh_Project.html


Partnerships: Case Study



http://hsc.unm.edu/pharmacy/healthyvoices/Dineh_Project.html
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Summary of Partnership Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Identify partners


• Number of partners identified


• Number of additional identified partners  
that could be added in the future


• Number of contacts made with potential partners


• Number of potential partners who express interest 
in the project


• Number and description of needs of each partner


• Number and description of resources that each 
partner can contribute


• Description of benefits each partner may receive


• Description of project goals as related  
to partnerships


• Description of potential or perceived benefits  
of the partnership to each partner (e.g., increased 
visibility, increased access to priority populations, 
increased networking opportunities, technical 
assistance, connections to key partners, funding, 
improved image)


• Description of historical trust concerns between 
partners and descriptions of how these concerns 
will be addressed


Partnerships: Summary of Metrics


• Lists of outreach and collaboration partnership 
activities, including number of partners involved, 
date, time and place of activity, who identified the 
issue, and approach and purpose of activity


• Satisfaction level of grantees with partnership 
(quantitative or descriptive)


• List of partners and advisory board members


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Build relationships with partners


• Description of formal partnership agreement, 
including provisions and requirements


• Number of partners who signed agreement


• Re-evaluation of goals and mission


• Description of how barriers to communication 
(e.g., cultural, language, educational) between 
partners were addressed


• Description of how aspects of the relationship 
have changed over time
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Partnerships: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Involve partners


•  Number and description of partners who  
contributed to identifying or framing  
research questions


•  Description of partners’ contributions to research


•  Number and descriptions of concerns voiced  
by partners


•  Description of how concerns were addressed  
by partnership


•  Description of how resources were shared  
among partners


•  Number of hours partners participated in research


•  Description of partner involvement in research


•  Satisfaction level of grantees with involvement  
in research process (quantitative or narrative)


•  Number and descriptions of interactions  
with partners


•  Number of partners in research project  
leadership roles


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Communicate clearly with partners


•  Number and description of  
messages disseminated


•  Number and description of media channels  
used to disseminate messages (radio, television, 
websites, brochures, live performances, etc.)


•  Description of efforts to ensure  
bidirectional communication


•  Number of people who received messages  
(website hits, brochures taken, radio or television 
audience estimates, meeting participants)


•  Level of awareness of messages 


•  Level of comprehension of messages


•  Description of efforts to ensure  
culturally-appropriate messages


•  Description of new needs


•  Description of new resources


•  Description of changes to research questions


Example Metrics for Activity 5: Maintain and improve partnerships and processes


•  Number and description of partners added


•  Number and description of partners who  
cycle out of the partnership


•  Number and description of partners retained
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Partnerships: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 1: Multidirectional communication among partners


•  Number and types of partners participating in 
communication activities (e.g., ethnic, cultural  
and geographic diversity)


•  Number and description of opportunities for  
partners to voice their opinions and needs


•  Description of contributions from partners


•  Description of exchanges that occur


•  Description of any adaptations made  
to communication styles or messages  
to reflect cultural appropriateness


Example Metrics for Output 2: Commitment by partners


•  Number of active diverse partners who represent 
research and community needs (e.g., funders, 
faith-based organizations, governmental and  
nongovernmental organizations, universities, etc.)


•  Number of community partners participating  
in a grant application process


•  Description of resource sharing among partners


•  Level of funding committed by partners


•  Description and counts of other resources  
committed by partners (staff, volunteers,  
supplies, meeting space)


•  Number of community partners participating  
in the research effort


•  Description of community support (e.g., letters  
of support, invitations to organizational events, 
funding contributions)


•  Description of partner feedback


•  Number of partners signing memorandums of 
understanding or other commitment documents


•  Number of community partners willing to take on 
leadership roles (or number in leadership roles)


•  Number of hours volunteers contributed


•  Number of requests for translated  
information by partners


•  Description of requests for materials by others


•  Anecdotal evidence indicating successful  
translation of scientific findings to new  
audiences Chapter 1: Introduction Page 61


•  Number of publications that report  
on translation activities


•  Number and description of materials  
or products produced by partners that  
include research findings


Example Metrics for Output 3: Translation of scientific findings among partners


•  Number and descriptions of materials that  
translate findings (see also Chapter 4:  
Products and Dissemination)


•  Lists of co-authorship on materials that  
demonstrate a mix of partners


•  Description of subsequent funding for  
translation efforts


•  Description of support provided by target  
audience for translation efforts


•  Descriptions and counts of how partners  
are using findings in other settings
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Partnerships: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 4: Community involvement in research


•  Number of partners who participate  
in collecting data


•  Number of partners who participate  
in analyzing data


•  Number of partners who participate  
in developing messages to summarize results


•  Description of community involvement  
in research process


•  Number of partners who co-author papers


•  Number of new organizations who become  
involved in research and outreach


•  Number of partners who provide input  
to websites


•  Number of engaged students from communities


•  Number of theses, posters, doctoral dissertations, 
etc., related to the research


•  Description of feedback from the target  
community that demonstrates effective  
communication strategies tailored to partner  
audiences, including consideration of language 
and cultural differences


•  Number and descriptions of partners participat-
ing in seminars on campus and in the community, 
including numbers of contact hours


•  Frequency of invitations for partners  
to attend events of other partners


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Sustainable partnerships


•  Number of years the project or program  
has existed


•  Length of time partners remain involved  
with the partnership


•  Degree to which partners’ organizations reflect  
a concern for environmental public health


•  Timeline of key milestones in partnership’s history


•  Description of mutual influence 


•  Descriptions of long-term plans and  
benefits to each partner


•  Description of strategies for sharing power  
among partners


•  Description of challenges identified by partners 
and how they are addressed


•  Description of the body of knowledge acquired 
while developing and sustaining new and  
existing partnerships


•  Number of organizations that have formal policies 
requiring participation in the partnership


•  Description of continued relevance of the project 
to partners
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Partnerships: Summary of Metrics


•  Trends in depth of understanding of community 
partners on environmental public health issues 


•  Number of community partners who report  
increased awareness of environmental public 
health issues


•  Description of research findings reported  
in partners’ materials, websites and messages


•  Description of community mobilization around 
other environmental public health issues


•  Description of research findings reported 
in materials intended to change behaviors,  
policies or regulations


•  Description of how public health departments 
changed materials based on research findings


•  Description of how schools have changed  
materials or curricula based on research findings


•  Number and description of new programs that 
have been added to address research findings


•  Number and description of new dissemination  
materials that have been added to address  
research findings


•  Description of how partners have applied  
knowledge of the research process to other issues


•  Number and description of new partners  
who join the research project


•  Change in number of partners over the  
life of the project


•  Number of publications with new partners


•  Number of new partners who contributed  
to publications


•  Description of additional research  
opportunities generated


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Expanded research collaborations


•  Number and description of partners who express 
an interest in additional research projects


•  Number and description of new research  
questions proposed by partners


•  Number and description of follow-on research 
projects identified


•  Number of early-stage investigators recruited  
to pursue environmental health careers


•  Number of applications and awards  
for additional grants







Chapter 3:
Leveraging


Partnerships for Environmental Public Health


Evaluation Metrics Manual
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Chapter 3: Leveraging


Introduction
Leveraging is the process of amplifying the benefit from an investment or project by using available resources to 
obtain additional resources, such that the total effect is greater than the sum of the parts. Leveraging can involve 
making new contacts through networking, growing an existing relationship or obtaining supplemental funding.


Leveraging Logic Model
This model identifies potential activities, outputs and impacts of successful leveraging. Grantees should use  
this chapter to brainstorm other activities, outputs and impacts that are applicable to their specific projects.  
This model contains three major components:


• Activities are actions that are based on available inputs for leveraging.


• Outputs are the direct products of leveraging.


• Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs (ultimate or long-term 
impacts are also examined in Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation).


We developed the logic models in this Manual recognizing that grantees reflect a wide range of experience  
and capacity. Some grantees have been funded for more than 20 years, while others are just getting started. In 
general, the logic models show increasing levels of maturity from left to right and from top to bottom. However,  
a logic model is not necessarily linear; not every PEPH project will begin with “leverage infrastructure and funding” 
and proceed through all components to “sustainability.” Additionally, projects might not necessarily adhere to or 
exhibit all of the elements of the model. 


Ideally, anyone working to leverage resources will recognize themselves in one or more of the logic model  
components. The elements of the model are numbered in Figure 3.1 to provide reference for discussion in the 
text of this chapter.


Figure 3.1 A Leveraging Logic Model with Examples of Activities, Outputs, and Impacts


Leveraging: Introduction


 Activity 1  Activity 2  


Leveraging Leveraging people  
infrastructure    
and funding      


   


 Output 1  Output 2  Output 3 


Raised awareness Increased   Cost-effectiveness   
and interest project scope   
  


   


 Impact 1  Impact 2  Impact 3 


Broader reach Increased ability to Sustainability
  leverage resources 
  







L
e
ve


r
a
g
in


g


51


Sources of Data


In Chapter 1, we discussed potential sources of data. Grantees may find the following items to be helpful sources 
of data in tracking achievements related to leveraging:


• Activity logs


• Contact logs


• Participant lists


• Feedback forms


• Publication and material development lists


• Meeting agendas


• Telephone logs


• Budgets


• Group discussions


• Surveys


• Interviews


• Meeting notes


• Email exchanges


• Internet web logs


Records describe what happened and how. Records often take the form of an activity log or a journal that  
catalogues decisions, event attendees and other critical information.


When selecting metrics, remember that it will be easier to measure activities and outputs. Documenting impacts 
is important, but it may be challenging because of the length of time it might take to achieve the impacts, as well 
as the contextual factors that are likely to influence your ability to achieve these impacts.


The rest of this chapter provides ideas about activities,  
outputs and impacts related to partnerships as well  
as potential metrics to measure them.


Inputs
The leveraging logic model example used in this chapter 
(Figure 3.1) provides a framework for evaluating 
leveraging resources such as infrastructure, funding  
and people within PEPH programs. While the logic  
models we present in this chapter focus on activities,  
outputs and impacts, we also discuss inputs here because 
of their inherent connection to leveraging activities. 


Inputs are resources a project can use to achieve an output or result. Inputs include infrastructure, funds,  
relationships, ideas and knowledge that can be used to achieve more resources, or more outputs from the  
same resources. Inputs can be included in any logic model, but they are especially important for leveraging  
activities because inputs define the baseline for leveraging.


Leveraging: Introduction


For a more  
comprehensive  
list of data sources,  
see Chapter 7: 
Principles of Evaluation.


Partners might need to achieve a  
certain level of capacity in order to  
leverage inputs to a greater overall  
result. For more information on  
obtaining and expanding resources,  
see Chapter 6:  Capacity Building.


Consider whether you can collect data 
for your metrics in a realistic time frame.


Although we have numbered the components in the logic model to facilitate the discussion  
in this chapter, it is important to remember that the logic model is not linear. Projects will  
conduct activities, produce outputs and work to achieve impacts that are appropriate to  
their communities.
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Activities
Activities are actions that help maximize leveraging based on available inputs. We identify two leveraging  
activities that grantees might conduct:


 Activity 1:  Leveraging infrastructure and funding


 Activity 2:  Leveraging people: relationships, ideas and knowledge


Activity 1: Leveraging infrastructure and funding 


Tangible resources, such as physical or organizational infrastructure and money, are perhaps the simplest inputs 
to leverage. Examples of tangible resources that can be leveraged: 


• Physical space (offices, cubicles, meeting rooms, laboratories, etc.)


• Office or scientific equipment (telephones, Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) lines, email address 
network, Internet access, teleconference or video-conference services/equipment, microscopes, polymerase 
chain reaction (PCR) imaging machines,19 etc.)


• Supplies (sticky notes, pens, paperclips, pipettes, microscope slides, etc.)


• Existing products related to the project:


  – Format and content of presentations, newsletters, brochures, websites, etc.


  – Survey questions and protocols


  – Previous grant applications


  – Existing Institutional Review Board (IRB) applications and “approved” consent language


  – Pilot project data


  – Statistical or geographical modeling approaches


  – Biomarkers


Leveraging: Activities


 19 The PCR is a scientific technique in molecular biology to amplify a single or a few copies of a piece of DNA across several orders of magnitude, 
generating thousands to millions of copies of a particular DNA sequence.
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Leveraging: Activities


• Organizational and administrative resources:


  –  Existing administrative relationships such as those needed for payroll and accounts management


  –  Resources from “Service” or “Facility Cores” either from the same grant or a different grant. Some large  
  grants, such as P30 Core Centers, P42 Superfund Projects, P01 Children’s Environmental Health Centers,  
  etc., have facility and service cores that can provide resources to the other projects in the same grant.  
  Projects can also leverage resources in grants funded by other sources, such as the National Center  
  for Research Resources Clinical and Translational Center Awards (CTSAs)


Examples of additional funding that can be leveraged:


• Reserves from a “Director’s Fund” either within an existing grant structure such as the P30 Core Center  
or from another Institutional resource (such as a Department Chair’s or Provost’s fund)


• Alignment of activities with those of similar projects to combine resources for a given program activity (for 
example, if a local community is sponsoring a health fair, different partners could co-fund printed materials to 
advertise the event, thereby meeting the needs of both groups and potentially resulting in cost efficiencies)


• Additional investment in the project from other sources (foundations, discretionary funds,  
additional grants, etc.)


Both infrastructure and money can be leveraged to facilitate achievement of any of the outputs or impacts 
shown in a leveraging logic model.


Some examples of how to measure leveraging of infrastructure and money: 


• Developing a catalog of related research projects in the same geographic region


• Identifying resources within those projects that might be available and helpful


• Listing discussions with personnel working on related research projects about potential monetary  
or “in kind” support


Use of existing products means leveraging resources from other programs or organizations, 
which can stretch existing resources further to save time and money – for example, adding 
questions to an existing survey as opposed to creating a new survey from scratch.


Federal funding cannot be awarded to a project that has scientific and/or budgetary overlap 
with another existing or previously-funded project. Any new research activities, infrastructure 
or personnel for which new funding is requested must be sufficiently different in scope. If you 
have questions about potential overlap, please contact your Project Officer to determine if 
newly requested funds or proposed leveraging of existing funds would be permissible.
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Leveraging: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Leveraging infrastructure and funding


•  Number and description of physical space obtained or used from other sources


•  Number and description of office equipment, supplies or existing products obtained  
or used from other sources


•  Number and description of organizational or technical resources obtained  
or used from other sources


•  Dollar amount obtained from other funding sources


•  Number of applications submitted and funded (“spin-off” funding)


•  Number and description of contacts made that might be tapped for additional funding


Metrics in Action 3.1: In order to leverage funding and personnel, the International Chemical 
Workers Union Council (ICWUC) Center for Worker Health and Safety Education aligns its 
activities with those of similar projects. The Center educates workers about Hazardous Waste  
Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) standards and many other health and safety  
topics. The program cooperates with a multi-union consortium to provide on-site educational  
services targeted to facility workers who handle hazardous substances. In some instances, it targets 
disadvantaged or under-employed groups, such as the Coalition of Black Trade Unionists (CBTU).  
The program obtained a $288,000 grant from the Department of Transportation (DOT) by  
demonstrating its effective use of the $2,210,000 grant NIEHS awarded. The ICWUC used the  
DOT grant to develop worker trainers from the ICWUC, United Steelworkers, United Auto Workers  
and the CBTU. ICWUC also has contracts with private companies such that the companies cover  
the majority of costs to train their workers. The program provides trainees with the credentials  
to obtain employment in hazardous chemical and remediation, and it leverages the education  
of past participants by employing them as trainers. Finally, ICWUC leverages temporary participation, 
such as business contracts and consortium membership, to encourage widespread adoption of its 
training model.


Metrics for leveraging funding:


•  Dollar amount obtained from other funding sources: $288,000 from DOT.


•  Number and description of contacts made that might be tapped for additional funding:  
ICWUC maintains a list of XX partners who can be tapped to provide additional financial or  
infrastructure resources.


For more information about the ICWUC, visit: www.hsed.icwuc.org



http://www.hsed.icwuc.org
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Leveraging: Activities


Activity 2: Leveraging people


Leveraging people involves building or maintaining relationships to enable sharing of ideas and knowledge. This 
process is sometimes called “human capital” management or development. Leveraging relationships can focus 
on amplifying productive relationships that have been formed within or outside the project as well as putting 
these relationships to use in other ways. One goal of leveraging might be to pool the ideas and knowledge of 
“friends” and partners to brainstorm, combine resources or data sets and form new ideas. Another possibility  
is to develop a cadre of people that can be contacted for help.


Leveraging people can involve:
• Broadening networks: One approach to leveraging people is 


through networking. In this context, networking is the cultivation  
of helpful relationships. For example, partners can research other 
local projects to find like-minded people. They can also meet other PEPH grantees at annual meetings or 
through grantee workgroups and use these connections to gain information about projects similar to their 
own that are being conducted elsewhere. By leveraging these new relationships, project staff can:


  – Learn about available resources (other sources of support or existing instruments)


  – Brainstorm ideas for new projects


  – Learn how others have solved similar problems or overcome obstacles


  – Pool resources to achieve common aims


  – Gather input from other disciplines


  – Expand their sphere of influence


• Developing a directory of your network: Knowing whom to call to ask for help with various grant-related 
questions is often challenging. Creating a database of your contacts and their levels of expertise in various 
areas can help project staff share their own institutional knowledge with each other.


• Using online resources: The Internet has become a powerful leveraging tool for identifying like-minded 
people and for helping people understand environmental health policy issues, ideas and knowledge.  
For example, the National Conference of State Legislatures Environmental Health Legislation Database  
(http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=13230) allows users to research environmental health-related 
legislation in participating states.


For more information on 
building and sustaining 
relationships, see  
Chapter 2: Partnerships.



http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=13230
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Leveraging: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Leveraging people
•  Number and description of networking activities


•  Number and description of listings in contacts or network databases


•  Number of new people contacted in leveraging efforts


•  Number of new people brought into the project


• Number and description of relationships formed or expanded


• Number and description of formal advisory board activities conducted to leverage relationships, 
ideas and knowledge


• Description of ideas or knowledge resulting from these activities


• Number and description of bartered exchanges


• Number of ad hoc meetings, seminars, poster sessions, etc. that were held


Metrics in Action 3.2: The West Harlem Environmental Action, Inc. (WE ACT) is a Northern 
Manhattan community-based organization whose mission is to build healthy communities. In the 
summer of 2004, WE ACT leveraged the services of two participants in the Californian Movement  
Activist Apprenticeship Program (MAAP) and received a “double-dose of organizing power.” MAAP, 
which began in 1985, is a flagship organizer of training programs involving intensive 6-week field 
placements with grassroots community or labor organizations that focus on issues affecting people  
of color. The MAAP interns have worked to mobilize WE ACT’s community members to take action  
to prevent greater exposure to diesel exhaust, which was seen as particularly compromising for a 
community that is already challenged by a variety of environmental health hazards. The aligned  
missions of WE ACT and MAAP allowed them to leverage people to broaden each organization’s 
networks and to barter services. The interns employed skills learned through the MAAP in WE ACT 
projects, and they were then able to apply these to the benefit of both organizations.


Metrics for leveraging people:


•  Number and description of networking activities: MAPP interns mobilized community members 
during (number and description of meetings attended).


•  Number of new people contacted in leveraging efforts: MAPP interns mobilized XX community 
members to take action against the Metropolitan Transit Authority.


For more information about WE ACT, visit:  www.weact.org



http://www.weact.org
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Leveraging: Outputs


Outputs
Leveraging activities can enable grantees to use existing resources more strategically and to obtain additional 
resources. The more resources available to a project, the more likely they will be to achieve improvements in  
community health. Outputs are the direct products of leveraging activities. Developing metrics for outputs  
enables grantees to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the program and the partnership.


We identify three possible outputs that can result from leveraging activities:


Output 1: Raised awareness and interest


Output 2: Increased project scope


Output 3: Cost-effectiveness


Output 1: Raised awareness and interest


One of the primary goals of PEPH programs is to raise awareness of and interest in environmental public  
health issues among community members, potential partners and policy makers. If communities are aware  
of environmental public health issues, they are more likely to invest  
in addressing these issues. PEPH grantees can do this by gaining  
support for and increasing visibility of PEPH projects. To gain support 
and increase visibility, grantees may work to expand their network of 
partners, as well as to expand the types of partners who are interested 
in working with the project. These two activities will ensure that  
grantees both raise awareness and increase their access to partners 
with expertise in key areas.


Strategies for measuring this output can include:


•  Measuring communities’ awareness of project activities through surveys or participation in activities


•  Tracking the change in the number of partners and community  
members who know about the project and its goals and activities


•  Tracking the expertise that partners bring to the project


•  Assessing the level of investment of participants and partners  
in the projects or programs


For more information 
on developing human 
resources and increasing 
awareness, see Chapter 6: 
Capacity Building.


Strategies for increasing 
awareness are also  
discussed in Chapter 4: 
Products and  
Dissemination.
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Leveraging: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 1: Raised awareness and interest


Expanded network


•  Number and description of new relationships


•  Description of expertise provided by  
new partners


•  Description of communication systems  
between partners when help or resources  
are needed


•  Change in the number of people who contact 
your organization for more information.


•  Description of new expertise gained through 
new relationships 


Increased volunteers and donations


•  Number of new volunteers who get involved 
with the project following efforts to increase 
awareness and interest


•  Number or amounts of donations following 
efforts to increase awareness


Increased collaboration


•  Number of individuals and organizations who 
collaborate for the first time to accomplish a 
common goal (such as planning a town  
hall meeting)


•  Number of repeat collaborations  
between partners


Partner sharing of resources


•  Description of shared meeting space or  
other meeting resources (such as planning 
a small meeting during an associated  
national conference)


•  Costs or descriptions of sharing physical  
resources such as printing costs


•  Expenses that were shared between partners


Increased awareness


•  Change in number of people who indicate 
that they know about the project or issue


•  Change in the number of people who know 
what the project does
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Leveraging: Outputs


Metrics in Action 3.3: The West End Revitalization Association (WERA) serves residents, 
homeowners and landowners of five African-American communities in Alamance County and  
Orange County, North Carolina. It was founded in 1994 as the area’s first and only community  
development corporation and community-based environmental protection (CBEP) organization. 
Concerned citizens originally founded the organization to address concerns about a particular highway 
project, but the organization’s scope soon began to expand. WERA now addresses environmental 
health risks associated with unpaved streets, contaminated drinking water and failed backyard septic 
tanks. WERA raises awareness of community members and policy-makers by conducting community 
training workshops, protesting discriminatory land-development practices and maintaining a  
communication campaign that includes an information website, articles in local newspapers  
and publications in peer-reviewed journals.


WERA leveraged funding from both NIEHS and EPA to obtain additional financial support to conduct 
research on adverse environmental health impacts in the surrounding communities, including the 
collection and analysis of drinking and surface water. The evidence of very high levels of E. coli and 
fecal coliforms in the community’s water helped WERA further leverage millions of dollars in block 
grants and matching municipal funds to install sewer systems in over 90 houses, pave dirt streets, 
remove underground storage tanks and stop housing construction on top of a century-old industrial 
landfill. WERA was able to achieve these changes because of its work to educate and involve the  
community members in solving the environmental health problems in their neighborhoods.


Metrics for raised awareness and interest:


•  Description of communication systems between partners when help or resources are needed: 
WERA hosted workshops to train community members about processes that could be used to address 
historical environmental justice issues. WERA also obtained coverage in local news to raise awareness 
of the issues.


•  Number of repeat collaborations: WERA continues to rely on a core group of 35 volunteers and 
9 partnership groups to address the many environmental justice issues in their community.


For more information about WERA, visit: http://www.wera-nc.org



http://www.wera-nc.org





60


L
e
ve


r
a
g
in


g


Leveraging: Outputs


Output 2: Increased project scope


Leveraging can lead to an increase in the project scope. With research projects, broader goals can include  
the addition of new questions to be addressed. For community projects, broader goals can include reaching  
a broader audience or adding new strategies for reaching existing audiences. A project can expand over time  
by using data or other resources to address additional environmental health issues in a community. Increased 
project scope can also be a consequence of increased capacity. 


Strategies for measuring increased project scope can focus on an analysis of factors that contribute to project 
scope. For example, partners can assess outreach that encourages more individuals to participate in studies  
and in other program activities. Partners can also measure whether participants become project partners and 
otherwise expand their involvement in the project. Analysis of new resources such as equipment or working 
space that allows for new research or outreach can be performed. And an assessment of productivity within the 
project itself can include factors such as increasing numbers of volunteers, capacity and more. For example, as a 
project grows, there might be more volunteers involved, a greater capacity to analyze and collect data samples  
or new goals added to the project plan.


While increased project scope can be an important impact of leveraging activities, it is  
important to guard against “scope creep.” If an organization starts to expand a project  
beyond the original intent, grantees may want to weigh the costs and benefits of the  
additional work and ensure that the resources are available to support the expanded scope.
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Leveraging: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 2: Increased project scope


• Number of study participants over time 


  –  Increases in people collecting and analyzing data


  –  Increases in individuals sampled or contacted because of larger networks


  –  Increases in study size because of pooled cohorts


• Number and types of target audiences the project reaches over time


  –  Trends of attendance and contributions at meetings


  – Increases in the number of individuals attending workshops


  – Increases in people expressing interest in program


  –  Increases in the number of people or partners taking action to change workplace,  
  school or community processes


• Description of changes in the specific aims of a project as a consequence of leveraging  
new resources


• Number and description of new connections with other projects (e.g., relationships  
or resource sharing)


• Description of follow-up and supplementary work or resource development


  –  Number of competitive renewals and grants submitted and awarded


  –  Description of applications to an Environmental Health Sciences (EHS) Core Center  
  grant for a pilot project


  –  Evidence of expansion of roles of individuals, e.g., from being a partner  
  to a principal investigator


• Description of diversification of questions and topic within the project


  –  Description of the growing complexity of grant applications as data and resources increase


  –  List of potential future research needs agreed upon by partners


  –  Description of partnership and communication models applied to the project  
  and results of these efforts in new relationships


  –  Number and description of additional projects and partners
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Leveraging: Outputs


Metrics in Action 3.4: The Somerville Immigrant Worker Health Project (SIWHP) is a partnership 
based in Somerville, MA that includes the following organizations:


• Immigrant Service Providers Group/Health (ISPG/H)


• Community Action Agency of Somerville (CAAS)


• Brazilian Women’s Group (BWG)


• Haitian Coalition of Somerville


• Massachusetts Coalition for Occupational Safety and Health (MassCOSH)


• Cambridge Health Alliance (CHA)


• Tufts University


  – Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering


  – Department of Public Health and Community Medicine


Somerville, MA has a large and diverse immigrant population. Two perspectives shaped the  
consideration of immigrant occupational health in this project. First, the number of immigrant  
residents working and living in Somerville is undercounted because of issues concerning immigrant 
and legal documentation. Second, the work reported here follows the Environmental Justice model  
in that SIWHP holds to the premise that the environmental and occupational risks borne by  
immigrant workers are disproportionally distributed in society. Together, these perspectives led  
the group to attempt to reach further into the immigrant community in Somerville while bringing 
significant resources to the immigrant service agencies who were partners on this project.


The project recruited and trained a cohort of bilingual Teen Educators who devised and implemented 
a survey that produced information from self-identified immigrant workers living or employed in 
Somerville. The existence of the Teen Educators also provided an opportunity for educating the  
children of recent immigrants about occupational health and safety concepts and practices.  
The launch of the Vida Verde Co-Operative (VVCO), an environmentally conscious co-op of  
Brazilian immigrant women housecleaners, was also accomplished as a result of support from  
this grant. The VVCO features the use of environmentally friendly (“green”) cleaning products and  
a structure that supports and empowers its members. The successful launch of the Co-Op is an  
extension of the Collaboration for Better Work Environment for Brazilians (COBWEB) project based  
at the University of Massachusetts at Lowell and at the Brazilian Immigrant Center in Boston.
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Leveraging: Outputs


Metrics in Action 3.4: Somerville Immigrant Worker Health Project (continued)


Metrics for increased project scope:


• Number and description of new connections with other projects: The SIWHP provided the resources 
necessary for the launch of the “Green Cleaning” VVCO, which after its successful launch addressed its  
sustainability by successfully raising funds to contract the ICA Group (ICA), a nationally recognized  
consulting group, to assist them in developing a business plan. The VVCO continues to thrive, and it met 
the targets for new members and number of houses under contract from 2008 to 2010, based on the  
business plan. These achievements, together with the health-driven and market-oriented adoption of 
green cleaning products, generated much media interest in the VVCO in addition to an invitation from  
the Danish government to share experiences about the roles that non-governmental organizations  
can play in fostering positive changes in immigrant occupational health.


• Number and types of target audiences the project reaches over time: The SIWHP leveraged PEPH 
environmental justice funding and experience to develop “evidence-based” policy recommendations for 
representatives of the broader Somerville community (including local and statewide appointed and  
regulatory officials, local and state elected officials and union representatives) and for a group of  
immigrant workers at a Community Meeting on October 13, 2010.


For more information about the SIWHP, please visit: 
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/justice/grantees/tufts/



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/justice/grantees/tufts/
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Leveraging: Outputs


Output 3: Cost-effectiveness


Cost-effectiveness is the extent to which an undertaking maximizes the value attained from the resources used. 
Toward this goal, partners can use funds strategically to take full advantage of the productivity of a project or 
program. Partners can also strive to get more done with fewer resources while maintaining overall project goals 
and objectives.


Cost-effectiveness is a common output from leveraging activities because the objective of leveraging is often to 
stretch existing resources further. For example, partners can be more cost effective if they can add questions or 
analyses to existing studies or pool their resources for common aims.


Approaches and techniques for measuring cost-effectiveness can include comparing the expected costs of 
projects operating separately verses the costs of the same projects working together. Partners could obtain 
anecdotal evidence and survey comments on the coherence, communication and coordination of projects that 
might result in cost savings. Analyzing the level of duplication among projects in the same area or field is another 
possible approach.


Example Metrics for Output 3: Cost effectiveness


• Comparison of actual productivity using leveraged resources to estimated productivity without 
leveraged resources


• Description of duplicate efforts that were minimized


• Description of effectiveness of combined efforts
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Leveraging: Impacts


Impacts
Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from activities and outputs. We identify three potential impacts that 
grantees might expect as a result of leveraging:


Impact 1: Broader reach


Impact 2: Increased ability to leverage resources


Impact 3: Sustainability


Impacts are more difficult to measure than activities and outputs in part because it often takes several years  
for substantive changes to occur. When thinking about the impacts a project might be able to achieve and how 
to measure those impacts, it can be helpful to think in terms of short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term 
impacts are typically those changes that would be expected to see in the first few years of a project. Long-term 
impacts might not be seen for 5 or more years. It is helpful for grantees to identify intended impacts so that they 
can identify measures that will help document their progress in achieving impacts.


Grantees may also be hesitant to claim credit for impacts because other 
organizations or other contextual factors may have contributed to the 
changes. While grantees may not be able to claim sole credit for these 
impacts, it is important to be able to track these broader changes and 
to document the contributions made by the project to achieving  
these impacts.


Although there are challenges associated with measuring impacts, tracking progress towards these goals helps 
grantees stay on track, demonstrate success and identify areas for improvement. What is most important is that 
the ultimate goal of leveraging is to produce outcomes and impacts that lead to improvements in health through 
a reduction in environmental health hazards.20


 20 See also, Silka L. 2000. Evaluation as a strategy for documenting the strengths of community-based participatory research in: Successful Models 
of Community-Based Participatory Research, 29-31 March 2000: Final Report, Washington, DC. 49-54. (O’Fallon LR, Tyson FL, Dearry A, eds).   
Available: http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


For additional  
information on long-term 
impacts, see Chapter 7: 
Principles of Evaluation.



http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf
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Leveraging: Impacts


Impact 1: Broader reach


Broader reach is defined as the ability of a project to have a greater effect on the target population or  
environmental health issue than was originally planned. Grantees with broader reach may see an increase  
in the number of questions addressed by the project or may reach a broader audience. For example, a project’s 
initial research questions may have focused on contaminated water but then expanded to investigate the causes 
of a contaminated landscape. Alternatively, the project might have begun by targeting a single local community 
and expanded to influence national public health efforts.


Grantees may also achieve a broader reach by working to effect policy or regulatory change or to modify clinical 
practice guidelines. Policy change may take place at the organizational, local, state or national level, and therefore 
it guarantees a much broader reach than specific, targeted interventions. Alternatively, grantees may achieve 
broader reach by influencing changes to clinical practice guidelines, whereby physicians change their treatment 
practices for all patients. For example, a PEPH project may work with a group of physicians to educate them about 
asthma prevention interventions that focus on healthy home environments. If physicians adopt this practice  
for all their patients, the project reaches more families than just those who may have been involved in the  
initial intervention.


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Broader reach


• Number and types of people that are affected by the results 


• Number and types of topics that are addressed


• Change in number of target audiences


• Description of target audiences added


• Number and description of additional or expanded research questions


• Number and types of policies or regulations that can be or have been influenced by the project:


  – Environmental health regulations at the local, regional, state and national level


  – Zoning ordinances to decrease exposure to pollutants


  – Clinical practice guidelines
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Leveraging: Impacts


Metrics in Action 3.5: By working to influence local 
policy through the Clean Air for Barrio Children’s 
Health (CABCH) project, Environmental Health 
Coalition staff and National City community 
residents were able to broaden the reach of their 
environmental health activities. Rather than working 
with individual body shops, the group persuaded 
the City Council in National City, CA to adopt an 
ordinance that will result in the relocation of auto 
body shops out of the neighborhoods. This strategy 
will reduce exposure of residents and students at 
Kimball Elementary School to emissions of vehicle 
paints, solvents and metals. In addition, the City 
Council of San Diego banned commercial vehicles 
weighing more than five tons from Cesar Chavez 
Parkway, a major street that runs through the heart 
of the Barrio Logan community, and from several 
other Barrio Logan streets. According to the  
project’s report, “an estimated 2,600 trucks per day 
are re-routed around the community since the ban 
has been enforced, beginning in January 2006. This 
action [further] reduces the community’s exposure  
to diesel exhaust and truck safety hazards.”


Metrics for broader reach:


•  Number and types of people that are affected by the results: Community members who live 
in the Barrio Logan and National City areas.


•  Number and types of policies or regulations influenced by the project:  
Two policies were implemented as the result of this project: an ordinance that phased out auto 
body shops from neighborhoods and a city law banning commercial vehicles weighing more 
than five tons from the Cesar Chavez Parkway.


For more information about the CABCH project, visit: 
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/justice/grantees/ehc.cfm



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/justice/grantees/ehc.cfm
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Leveraging: Impacts


Impact 2: Increased ability to leverage resources


By working to leverage resources to address environmental health  
issues, grantees also gain the ability to help communities with other  
issues. Grantees with an ability to leverage resources might have a 
larger network of partners, more ideas and greater knowledge.  
The ability to leverage resources also means that grantees and  
their partners typically have access to more funding opportunities.  
In addition, stronger organizational structures can result in greater  
organizational sustainability or longevity (see Impact 3).


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Increased ability to leverage resources


• Number of project staff or volunteers who work to leverage resources


• Number and description of trainings provided to teach project staff and partners about fundraising


• Number of larger grants that were submitted or awarded


• Number of people and partners involved over time


• Number and types of topics covered by project scope that increase with increasing resources


• Number and description of increased connections between groups, e.g., community  
organizations, researchers, health care professionals and decisionmakers


• Description of larger projects that grew beyond the scope of the original projects


For additional information 
on capacity building, see 
Chapter 6.
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Leveraging: Impacts


Impact 3: Sustainability


In the long term, leveraging can also contribute to greater project sustainability. Sustainability is the capacity  
to endure. By leveraging current resources, a project can have a greater and longer-lasting impact. Sustainable 
activities and partners typically follow when projects can achieve some level of sustainable funding. Some  
examples of the types of sustainability that can be measured within PEPH projects are:


• Sustainable funding can be achieved by finding other funding sources, coordinating services with other 
partners, looking for ways to reduce duplicate services and sharing resources and infrastructure with other 
partners. Sustainable activities and partnerships typically follow when organizations can achieve a level of 
sustainable funding. 


• Sustainable activities are individual actions associated with PEPH projects that can be maintained or utilized 
over time, such as the creation of a community website where people are allowed to add content, comment 
on research, and participate in a forum for dialogue. 


• Sustainable partnerships are manifested by the continued collaboration of members of various groups  
that are united by PEPH-related goals, such as collaboration between university and community partners to 
reduce environmental exposures. For example, partners might be able to maintain a working relationship 
that extends over the course of several projects, such as a memorandum of understanding, or MOU.


• Sustainable projects leverage existing resources by regularly applying for additional funding and expanding 
investigations to address concerns of the community.


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Sustainability


• Number of funding streams maintained over time


• Number of financial relationships that extend over the course of several projects


• Survey results or other forms of feedback that shows partners’ continued commitment  
to the project


• Number and description of policies enacted that ensure sustainability of impacts


• Description of new or expanded research questions 


• Number of applications for additional funding 


• Relevance of information available through sustainable activities


• Continued collaborations over long periods of time 







70


L
e
ve


r
a
g
in


g


Leveraging: Impacts


Metrics in Action 3.6: By securing funding from multiple sources and garnering the 
support of many individuals and institutions at the local, state, tribal and federal level,  
the Children’s Environmental Health Network (CEHN) has become a strong voice for 
children’s environmental health research and advocacy in many areas. CEHN has established  
sustainable activities and partnerships despite its small size because of its excellent leveraging  
abilities. Although it has a small staff of five, those staff members work to coordinate and 
manage the activities of a consultant, a Board of Directors, a Policy Advisory Committee and 
a Science Advisory Committee. This leveraging of staff to coordinate these other volunteer 
partners ensures that the group has access to a much larger pool of human resources than 
just the paid staff. With the support of funding from other local, state and federal resources, 
they stimulate nationwide research, education, awareness and policy formation to produce 
strategies that protect children from environmental health hazards and promote a healthy 
environment. CEHN also serves as an information resource for those interested in up-to-date 
information in pediatric environmental health.


CEHN built a strong national leadership by collaborating at the local level with various groups 
united by similar goals. The organization holds leadership positions on a few key partner 
boards as well as with partner health collaboratives and committees in Washington D.C.  
At the local level, it creates advisory boards involving local child‐care providers, child-care 
licensing staff, health professionals, and representatives from federal agencies (EPA, CDC  
and NIEHS). The sustainability of this partnership stems from the strength of this network.  
The network adapts well to current and rapidly changing issues pertaining to childhood 
health and leads to sustainable partnerships.


Metrics for sustainability:


•  Number of funding streams maintained over time: CEHN has X sources of funding 
that have remained stable over the course of the organization’s history.


•  Number of financial relationships that extend over the course of several projects:  
XX organizations have provided funding for more than one CEHN project.


For more information about the CEHN, visit: http://www.cehn.org.



http://www.cehn.org
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Leveraging: Case Study


Chapter 3 Case Study: Environmental Impacts  
of Large-Scale Goods Movement
The two side-by-side ports of Los Angeles and 
Long Beach are dubbed Southern California’s 
“economic engine” by economic development 
advocates. According to the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, over 40% of all imported goods 
for the United States enter through this essential 
port complex of Los Angeles and Long Beach. 
A national economic impact study of the twin 
ports reported in March, 2007 that imports  
coming through the complex generated jobs, 
income and tax revenue in every state of  
the United States. Although the economic 
importance of international trade is recognized, 
the environmental public health concerns associated with trade are also numerous. The U.S. Environmental  
Protection Agency (EPA) called the movement of freight into and out of such complexes a “public health  
concern at the national, regional and community level.”21


In 2001, only those residents affected directly by their pollution and heavy traffic thought about the human 
health implications of ports and the transport of goods. It was not until the NIEHS sponsored a town hall  
meeting on “Healthy Schools,” hosted by the Environmental Health Sciences (EHS) Core Center at the 
University of Southern California (USC), that a community representative expressed concern about the 
impact of ports and the transport of goods on air quality, particularly from diesel emissions. USC EHS Core Center 
members responded to the town hall comments by working closely with community residents to understand 
concerns and begin developing research and outreach on these issues. In response to the town hall meeting,  
that same year homeowner associations participated in lawsuits that challenged the Port of Los Angeles’s  
environmental review of planned construction for a major shipping terminal, and various collaborations  
emerged to combine environmental objectives and trade policy.


In February, 2005, USC convened a follow-up town meeting called “Growing Pains: Health and Community  
Impacts of Goods Movement and the Ports” to discuss the effects of international trade on the Southern  
California region. Building on the outcomes of that meeting, the USC Center organized an even larger town  
meeting in 2007 in partnership with other academic and community organizations. The “Moving Forward”  
conference brought together participants from across the United States to discuss the impacts of goods  
movement on human health.


 21 Hricko A. 2008. Global trade comes home: Community impacts of goods movement. Environ Health Perspect 116:a78-A81; doi:10.1289/ehp.116-a78. 
Available: http://ehsehplp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1289%2Fehp.116-a78  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Photo credit Andrea Hricko and Port of Los Angeles



http://ehsehplp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1289%2Fehp.116-a78
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Leveraging: Case Study


During a meeting of the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC), the EPA also cited mounting 
evidence that local communities adjacent to ports and heavily trafficked goods movement corridors are the most 
significantly affected by the goods movement system. NEJAC therefore decided to hold a town hall meeting to 
bring together partners and members of the community to discuss how best to protect the health of community 
members and workers and to improve the “quality of life” in affected communities.22


Figure 3.2 Case Study Logic Model


 Activity 1  Activity 2  Activity 3  Activity 4 


Leveraging  Leveraging people Develop message Raise awareness 
resources and    content and format 
infrastructure


  


 Impact 1  Impact 2  Impact 3 


Broader reach Increased ability to Sustainability
 leverage resources


Below we discuss the activities, outputs and impacts of these town meetings.


Activities
The town meetings brought together a variety of groups to network and share ideas  
(Activity 1: Leveraging people). Groups included:


• Economists


• Elected officials and government staff


• Health scientists and academic researchers


• Interested residents


• Members of community-based, environmental and environmental justice groups


• News media


• Officials and staff from the logistics industry (ports, railroads, trucking associations)


• Transportation and regional planners 


• Labor representatives from the ports, rail, trucking and other goods movement industries


 22  USC Children’s Environmental Health Center. Community Outreach. Available: http://hydra.usc.edu/cehc/conferences.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].



http://hydra.usc.edu/cehc/conferences.html
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Leveraging: Case Study


The specific objectives of the town meetings 
were to:


•  Share results from scientific studies on the 
health effects of air pollution on children,  
the elderly, workers and others (Activity 3)


•  Provide an opportunity for community  
members and workers to voice environmental 
health concerns about goods movement and 
the ports, including concerns about air  
pollution as well as transportation  
of hazardous materials (Activity 4)


•  Raise interest in and awareness of  
community environmental health  
concerns (Activity 4)


•  Share information on strategies for reducing exposure to diesel exhaust and other air pollutants (Activity 3)


•  Leverage communication infrastructure by providing an opportunity to discuss the policy implications  
of increased international trade and goods movement on community health and worker safety, as well  
as on air quality, jobs, the economy, traffic and community life (Activity 1)


•  Leverage social infrastructure by developing a regional communications network for the latest scientific  
findings, information on new goods movement infrastructure projects, and environmental health  
solutions (Activity 2)


Metrics:


•  Number and types of topics that are addressed: The town meetings discussed impacts of trade and goods 
movement on health and air quality, as well as on traffic, jobs and the economy. This broadened the topic raised  
in the first meeting (air quality) and increased the potential policies the meetings can influence.


•  Number and description of policies enacted that ensure sustainability of impacts: The project advocated 
for several regulatory changes by incorporating health and safety considerations as an integral component  
of goods movement and transportation decisions. 


Attendees leveraged ideas and knowledge by participating in discussions of:


 •  Relevant scientific findings on air pollution and health effects


 •  Impacts of trade and goods movement on health and air quality, as well as on traffic, jobs and the economy


 •  Local and regional impacts from transporting, warehousing and distributing goods


 •  Solutions to reduce diesel exhaust and other air pollutants and to prevent hazardous materials spills  
 and other incidents


 •  Ways to share information in the future


Neighborhood Assessment Team members count truck volume and measure 
ultrafine particles in West Long Beach. 
Photo by Andrea Hricko
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Leveraging: Case Study


Outputs and Impacts


The town meetings began an information-sharing collaboration that resulted in leveraging ideas and knowledge. 
As a result, the group identified interim outputs of longer-term project goals and assessed intended outputs and 
impacts. These interim outputs included:


1) Increased interest and awareness by producing momentum to deal with the environmental health  
 challenges of goods movement (Output 1). The multiple meetings allow one to describe a growing  
 number of new organizations and collaborations. The changing participants in the meetings likely showed  
 increased expertise as new relationships formed based on technical or expertise gaps in the group.


2)  Broader reach and ability to leverage resources by sharing local and regional concerns and solutions  
 (Impacts 1, 2). The town meetings discussed impacts of trade and goods movement on health and air  
 quality, as well as on traffic, jobs and the economy. This strategy broadened the topic raised in the first  
 meeting (air quality) and increased the potential policies the meetings can influence.


3)  Increased capacity of individuals and organizations to consider community and worker concerns when  
 developing scientific research agendas (Impact 2).


4)  Creation of sustainable regulatory changes by incorporating health and safety considerations as an integral  
 component of goods movement and transportation decisions (Impact 3).


Metrics:


•  Number and types of topics that are addressed: The town meetings discussed impacts of trade and goods 
movement on health and air quality, as well as on traffic, jobs and the economy. This broadened the topic raised  
in the first meeting (air quality) and increased the potential policies the meetings can influence.


•  Number and description of policies enacted that ensure sustainability of impacts: The project advocated for 
several regulatory changes by incorporating health and safety considerations as an integral component of goods 
movement and transportation decisions.
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Leveraging: Summary of Metrics


Summary of Leveraging Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Leveraging infrastructure and funding


•  Number and description of physical space  
obtained or used from other sources


•  Number and description of office equipment,  
supplies or existing products obtained or used 
from other sources


•  Number and description of organizational  
or technical resources obtained or used from  
other sources


•  Dollar amount obtained from other  
funding sources


•  Number of applications submitted and funded 
(“spin-off” funding)


•  Number and description of contacts made that 
might be tapped for additional funding


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Leveraging people


•  Number and description of networking activities


•  Number and description of listings in contacts  
or network databases


•  Number of new people contacted  
in leveraging efforts


•  Number of new people brought into the project


•  Number and description of relationships  
formed or expanded


•  Number and description of formal advisory board 
activities conducted to leverage relationships, 
ideas and knowledge


•  Descriptions of ideas or knowledge resulting  
from these activities


•  Number and description of bartered exchanges


•  Number of ad hoc meetings, seminars, poster  
sessions, etc. that were held


Example Metrics for Output 1: Raised awareness and interest


Expanded network


•  Number and description of new relationships


•  Description of expertise provided by new partners


•  Description of communication systems between 
partners when help or resources are needed


•  Change in the number of people who contact 
your organization for more information.


•  Description of new expertise gained through new 
relationships


Increased Volunteers and Donations 


•  Number of new volunteers who get involved with 
the project following efforts to increase awareness 
and interest


•  Number or amounts of donations following efforts 
to increase awareness
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Leveraging: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 1: Raised awareness and interest


Increased collaboration


• Number of individuals and organizations who  
collaborate for the first time to accomplish a  
common goal (such as planning a town  
hall meeting)


•  Number of repeat collaborations between partners


Partner sharing of resources


•  Description of shared meeting space or other 
meeting resources (such as planning a small  
meeting during an associated national conference)


•  Costs or description of sharing physical resources 
such as printing costs 


• Expenses that were shared between partners


Increased Awareness


• Change in number of people who indicate that 
they know about the project or issue


• Change in the number of people who know  
what the project does


Example Metrics for Output 2: Increased project scope


•  Number of study participants over time


  – Increases in people collecting and  
  analyzing data


  – Increases in individuals sampled or contacted  
  because of larger networks


  – Increases in study size because  
  of pooled cohorts


•  Number and types of target audiences  
the project reaches over time


  – Trends of attendance and contributions  
  at meetings


  – Increases in the number of individuals  
  attending workshops


  – Increases in people expressing interest  
  in program


  – Increases in the number of people or partners  
  taking action to change workplace, school or  
  community processes


•  Description of changes in the specific aims  
of a project as a consequence of leveraging  
new resources


•  Number and description of new connections with 
other projects (e.g., relationships  
or resource sharing)


•  Description of follow-up and supplementary work 
or resource development


  – Number of competitive renewals and  
  grants submitted and awarded


  – Descriptions of applications to an  
  Environmental Health Sciences (EHS)  
  Core Center grant for a pilot project –  
  Evidence of expansion of roles of individuals,  
  e.g., from being a partner to a principal  
  investigator


•  Description of diversification of questions and 
topic within the project


  – Description of the growing complexity  
  of grant applications as data and  
  resources increase


  – List of potential future research needs agreed  
  upon by partners


  – Description of partnership and  
  communication models applied to the  
  project and results of these efforts in  
  new relationships


  – Number and descriptions of additional  
  projects and partners
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Leveraging: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 3: Cost effectiveness


•  Comparison of actual productivity using leveraged 
resources to estimated productivity without  
leveraged resources


•  Description of duplicate efforts that  
were minimized


•  Description of effectiveness of combined efforts


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Broader reach


•  Number and types of people that are affected  
by the results


•  Number and types of topics that are addressed


•  Change in number of target audiences


•  Description of target audiences added


•  Number and description of additional  
or expanded research questions 


•  Number and types of policies or regulations  
influenced by the project:


  – Environmental health regulations at the local,  
  regional, state and national level


  – Zoning ordinances to decrease exposure  
  to pollutants


  – Clinical practice guidelines


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Increased ability to leverage resources


•  Number of project staff or volunteers who work to 
leverage resources


•  Number and description of trainings provided to 
teach project staff and partners about fundraising


•  Number of larger grants that were submitted  
or awarded


•  Number of people and partners involved  
over time


•  Number and types of topics covered by project 
scope that increase with increasing resources


•  Number and description of increased  
connections between groups, e.g., community  
organizations, researchers, health-care  
professionals and decisionmakers


•  Description of larger projects that grew  
beyond the scope of the original projects


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Sustainability


•  Number of funding streams maintained over time


•  Number of financial relationships that extend over 
the course of several projects


•  Survey results or other forms of feedback that 
show partners’ continued commitment to  
the project


•  Number and description of policies enacted  
that ensure sustainability of impacts


•  Description of new or expanded  
research questions


•  Number of applications for additional funding


•  Relevance of information available through  
sustainable activities


•  Number and discription of continued  
collaborations over long periods of time
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Chapter 4: Products and Dissemination


Introduction
The PEPH mission emphasizes engaging partners to work together to communicate scientific findings in a  
way that is useful to public decision-making, understandable to the public and appropriate to the culture. PEPH 
communication products are created to convey environmental health research findings and to suggest how 
these findings might be translated into public health action. This process involves setting up mechanisms  
that translate research findings into appropriate messages for target audiences, creating products using these  
messages and disseminating these products in order to decrease environmental health risks in communities.


In this chapter, we categorize products into four types:


•  In-person interactions involve the transfer of knowledge through direct contact in a personal or group 
setting. Examples include speeches, presentations, educational events, workshops, home health visits, health 
and science fairs, town hall meetings, community theater productions and environmental health outreach 
at local community markets. Many of these in-person interactions rely on providing print materials (such as 
factsheets), presenting audio-visual products (such as a film) or using web-based products (such as showing 
how to access a list of experts at a nearby university). Additionally, giveaways, such as pencils, key chains and 
small calculators, can be provided to reinforce the message. These giveaways usually have a short message, 
reminder or contact information printed prominently on them.


•  Print materials provide written content via pamphlets, brochures, manuals, newsletters, books, magazine 
articles, handouts, posters and billboards, among other things.


•  Web-based products utilize the internet to engage audiences through a variety of technical interfaces, such 
as email, interactive websites, YouTube videos, interactive discussion boards, chat rooms, podcasts, Facebook 
and Twitter.


•  Audio-visual products present information through films, videos, radio programs, television segments, 
public service advertisements and video conferences. These products can include educational videos  
and public service announcements.


These categories of products can overlap. For example, a factsheet printed on paper can also be available  
on a website. The above descriptions are not exhaustive, and the use of innovative products is encouraged.  
Facebook, Twitter, YouTube23, 24 and TED25 presentations are examples of newer methods for conveying 
information to the general public.


 23 Mai E. 2007. Exercising is Healthy. Available: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pKcL_LY2ceI&feature=related  [accessed 16 December 2011].
 24 Shuey K. 2008. Safe Home Cleaning Products. Available: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yY6lKEYqRsE  [accessed 16 December 2011].
 25 TED is an online resource that posts videos of seminars covering a wide range of topics. For example, see TED.  2010. Majora Carter’s Tale of Urban Renewal. 


Available: http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/eng/majora_carter_s_tale_of_urban_renewal.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Products and Dissemination: Introduction


This chapter focuses on dissemination as it relates to communication activities. See Chapter 3: 
Leveraging for more information on leveraging tools. See Chapter 5: Training and Education for
information on curricula.



http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pKcL_LY2ceI&feature=related

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yY6lKEYqRsE

http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/eng/majora_carter_s_tale_of_urban_renewal.html
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Dissemination Strategies
Dissemination strategies refer to the directed and managed diffusion or distribution of information. For our  
purposes in this Manual, dissemination refers to the process of providing information to raise awareness about 
environmental health issues, with the goal of reducing adverse environmental health exposures.


Grantees can choose from many different dissemination frameworks. The NIH translational research  
framework, which defines the progression of science from bench to clinic (T1), clinic to public health (T2)  
and wide communication (T3), is one model for understanding dissemination strategies.26 This model, however, 
tends to focus on translating basic science to clinical practices and pharmaceutical products. NIH’s framework 
also supports the emerging area of dissemination science by hosting an annual Conference on the Science  
of Dissemination and Implementation, which brings together researchers to share strategies for using  
dissemination to close the gap between research evidence and clinical and public health practice and policy.27 
A British version of a translational framework focuses on translating basic science to public health policy and 
practices.28 This framework aims to improve public health through surveillance and identification of modifiable 
risk factors and reflects the iterative and bidirectional process through which public health research and public 
health action influence each other.


These frameworks for translating research are helpful in identifying communication pathways for creating and 
disseminating products. Examples of these pathways include:


•  Researchers to communities:29 By engaging community members or leaders through a community advi-
sory board, the research findings of a study can be translated into messages appropriate for the community of 
interest.


•  Communities to researchers: Community members who participate in research can inform investigators 
about areas of research that will meet community members’ needs. They can do this by having open  
discussions with and briefings for investigators.


•  Communities to decision-makers: Community members who are engaged in an environmental public 
health program can learn about research findings and take them on as personal concerns. Such concerns 
might prompt community members to express their opinions to decision-makers in public forums, which can 
lead to protective regulation or policy.


•  Communities to schools or public health officials: Community members engaged in PEPH program 
activities can facilitate changes that can be implemented in schools or in public health programs and projects.


 26 Woolf SH. 2008. The meaning of translational research and why it matters. JAMA 299(2): 211-13.
 27 National Institutes of Health (NIH). 2011. 4th Annual NIH Conference on the Science of Dissemination and Implementation. 


Available: http://conferences.thehillgroup.com/obssr/DI2011/index.html  [accessed 16 December 2011]. Click on the Resources tab 
for copies of conference presentations and materials.


 28 Ogilvie D, Craig P, Griffin S, Mcintyre S, Wareham NJ. 2009. BMC Public Health 9(116); doi: 10.1186 |1471-2458-9-116.
 29  In this Manual, “communities” are defined broadly to include member organizations, faith-based organizations, members of shared 


geographic locations and those affected by a certain environmental hazard or event.


Products and Dissemination: Introduction



http://conferences.thehillgroup.com/obssr/DI2011/index.html
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Products and Dissemination Logic Model
This model identifies potential activities, outputs and impacts of successful product development and  
dissemination strategies. Grantees should use this chapter to brainstorm other activities, outputs and  
impacts that are applicable to their specific projects. This model contains three major components:


Products and Dissemination: Introduction


• Activities are actions that are based on available inputs for dissemination strategies.


•  Outputs are the direct products of dissemination activities.


•  Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs 
(ultimate or long-term impacts are also examined in Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation).


We developed the logic models in this guide recognizing that grantees reflect a wide range of experience and  
capacity. Some grantees have been funded for more than 20 years, while others are just getting started. In  
general, the logic models show increasing levels of maturity from left to right and from top to bottom. However,  
a logic model is not necessarily linear; not every PEPH project will begin with “developing communication  
strategies” and proceed through all components to “communicating messages to others.” Additionally,  
projects might not necessarily adhere to or exhibit all of the elements of the model.


Ideally, anyone working to develop products and disseminate materials will recognize themselves in one  
or more of the logic model components. The elements of the model are numbered in Figure 4.1 to provide  
reference for discussion in the text of this chapter.
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Figure 4.1 Products and Dissemination Logic Model with Examples of Activities, Outputs and Impacts 


Products and Dissemination: Introduction


 Activity 1  Activity 2  Activity 3  Activity 4 


Develop   Develop  Disseminate Follow-up 
communication message content messages  and ongoing
strategies  and format   dissemination


   


 Output 1  Output 2  Output 3 


Findings   Access to messages Multi-directional
communicated in   communication
various products   to others


 


 Impact 1  Impact 2  Impact 3 


Awareness  Ability to act on  Communication 
of messages messages of messages
    to others


Sources of Data


Grantees may find the following sources of data to be helpful in tracking achievements related to products  
and dissemination:


•  Activity logs


•  Contact logs


•  Participant lists


•  Feedback forms


•  Publication and material  
development lists


•  Meeting agendas


•  Telephone logs


•  Communication strategies  
and plans


•  Budgets


•  Group discussions


•  Surveys


•  Interviews


•  Meeting notes


•  Email exchanges


•  Internet web logs


For additional  
information, see 
Chapter 7:  
Principles  
of Evaluation.
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Activities
Activities, as defined in the framework of the products and dissemination logic model, are actions that use  
available inputs to create and disseminate information through a variety of media. The model highlights four 
broad types of activities:


Activity 1:  Develop communication strategies


Activity 2:  Develop message content and format


Activity 3:  Disseminate messages


Activity 4:  Follow-up and ongoing dissemination


Activity 1:  Develop communication strategies


A communication strategy provides a framework for transferring information between partners and  
broader audiences. It is a tool for enhancing not only environmental health literacy and knowledge  
but also communication and trust.30


Developing a communication strategy involves defining goals of communication, setting objectives,  
characterizing the target audience and identifying its communication habits. The target audiences for  
communication in PEPH projects vary greatly in their scientific literacy, language, general cultural norms  
and other characteristics. For example, health professionals and community organization members can both  
be target audiences of a PEPH project communication plan, but the mechanisms for communicating with each 
can differ because of diversity in scientific literacy and other characteristics. 


Communication strategies ideally engage the audience in communication planning activities.  
Active target audience input and participation is an important tool for identifying communication needs.  
Formative research—research that helps programs understand the interests, attributes and needs of different 
populations and persons in the community—can be conducted in ways that assist in tailoring messages to  
communities of interest. Communication strategies typically include a plan for developing content that is  
directed toward a target audience and a plan for dissemination.


 30  For additional resources regarding health communication, see Thompson TL. 2003. Handbook of Health Communication. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.


Products and Dissemination: Activities
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Feedback from the audience can be collected using a variety of tools. For example, partners can get information  
through focus groups, through informal and formal discussions with community members and leaders, and 
from organizations and institutions (such as schools and churches) that often interact and disseminate materials 
within the community, as just a few examples. The effectiveness of a communication strategy can be measured 
by consultation among partners in advisory board meetings, by surveys of the target audience and by other 
methods as well. Partners can evaluate these methods by testing the absorption, effectiveness or impact of  
different forms of communication. Another way to measure the effectiveness of a communication strategy is  
to test certain forms of communication on a small sample of the target audience, randomly selected (if possible), 
and measure retention of message content.


Products and Dissemination: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Develop communication strategies


•  Description of goals and objectives of communication strategy


•  Description of target audience for communication


•  Description of communication channels most effective for audience and message


•  Number and description of target audience members who were involved in developing  
communication strategies


•  Description of methods of communication most frequently used by members of the  
intended audiences


•  Description of methods used to obtain feedback from the target audience on the  
communication strategy
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Activity 2: Develop message content and format


Successful dissemination strategies focus on developing appropriate message content, as well as on the design 
and format of the product. Using both formal and informal inquiries, grantees can work with members of the  
target audience to test the messages and ensure that the content is appropriate and meaningful for the  
audience. These inquiries allow partners to:


•  Get to know the target audience to identify the environmental public health concerns that it cares about.  
Grantees can engage target audiences through meetings, surveys, focus groups and other interactive  
strategies to determine the most effective communication tools, media and channels for a particular audience.


•  Work together to present findings in a way the target audience can understand. Partners can create messages 
based on what they know about the target audiences’ scientific knowledge, skill sets, literacy and interests. 
Grantees may want to consider developing different materials for different audiences. For example,  
a brochure designed to raise awareness among community members about environmental public health  
issues would be different from material developed to persuade policy-makers to address the same issues.


•  Determine the media formats the audience finds most comfortable and the format that best communicates  
the message.


•  Test materials on members of the target audience. Encourage testers to provide constructive comment about 
content and format of messages.


•  Revise products based on comments from test audience.


Products and Dissemination: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Develop message content and format
• Number and description of messages developed about environmental health risks


• Description of involvement of target audience in developing theme and content of message


• Number of languages in which materials are available


• Description of steps taken to address cultural context of target audience


• Description of adaptations made to create products appropriate to different audiences


• Number and description of print materials developed


• Number and description of web-based products developed


• Number and description of audio-visual products developed


• Number and description of in-person products developed


• Number and description of other types of products developed


• Description of testing of message with target audience communication strategy
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Products and Dissemination: Activities


Metrics in Action 4.1: The Dartmouth Toxic Metals Superfund Research Program 
Research Translation Core (RTC) works to communicate the Superfund Research Program’s 
research results in user-friendly formats that will help federal and state agencies, non-profits 
and grass-roots organizations make informed decisions on issues that affect the health of 
their communities.


The RTC decided that a video would be an effective way to clearly communicate technical  
scientific concepts and environmental public health warnings, as well as preventive actions 
that could be taken to mitigate arsenic contamination. The RTC created a 10-minute video, 
entitled “In Small Doses: Arsenic,” to help private well owners and the general public  
understand risky behaviors. It also informed scientific colleagues, interest groups and the 
public about what actions they could take to benefit public health. The video explains how 
naturally occurring arsenic moves into groundwater, how it is detected, what can be done to 
remove it and the current science surrounding the question of how much arsenic is too much. 
The RTC’s main purpose in developing the video was to ensure that the general population 
could understand the message. The group also provided the video to federal and state  
environmental agencies, scientific colleagues and interest groups.


Metrics for developing message content and format:


•  Description of involvement of target audience in developing theme and content of 
message: The video was developed with input from households that had conducted arsenic 
remediation on their personal well-water systems. The video was also tested and revised based 
on input from a target audience test group.


•  Number and description of audio-visual products developed: One 10-minute video, 
entitled “In Small Doses: Arsenic.”


For more information about the Dartmouth Toxic Metals Superfund Research Program, visit: 
http://www.dartmouth.edu/~toxmetal/.



http://www.dartmouth.edu/~toxmetal/
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Activity 3: Disseminate messages


The goal of dissemination is to ensure that the messages and products reach the target audience so that  
recipients can fit new information into their current understandings and experiences.31 Active dissemination 
of environmental public health messages will likely require that grantees work with other partners, media 
contacts and community members to ensure that information is passed on to those who need it. Distribution 
of these messages may require the use of media such as radio, television and social networking tools, as well 
as more individualized distribution channels such as classrooms, community events and similar opportunities 
where members of the partnership have an opportunity to interact directly with the target audience.


Four main types of dissemination products can be developed: in-person, print, web-based, and audio/visual. 
Personal contact can involve meeting with people and providing information through the other three types of 
products (paper, audio-visual or web-based materials). Personal contact can also include telling audiences how 
and where to access additional materials. Print materials can be distributed at any location where members of the 
target audience are present and likely to respond to handouts. For example, public venues such as community 
centers and libraries could be effective places to distribute project information, as well as in seminars, courses  
or schools. Internet-based materials can be used to reach people in their own settings, where they are most 
comfortable reading and digesting information. Audio-visual materials can be distributed in a downloadable 
format on a website or showcased on a project’s website. 


 31 Research Utilization Support and Help (RUSH) Project. 2001. Developing an Effective Dissemination Plan. 
Available: http://www.researchutilization.org/matrix/resources/dedp/  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Products and Dissemination: Activities



http://www.researchutilization.org/matrix/resources/dedp/
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Products and Dissemination: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Disseminate messages
•  Description of dissemination plans


•  Number of channels or strategies used to disseminate products and messages


•  Description of plans for disseminating information during events, gatherings or new events created 
to increase participation of audience


•  Number of events attended to disseminate products or materials


•  Budget allocated for dissemination activities


•  Number of products or materials distributed


•  Number of partners, volunteers and community members disseminating materials (for example,  
number of individuals or hours spent disseminating)


•  Number of target audience members who understand the message


•  Number of target audience members who have incorporated the message into their own beliefs,  
attitudes and behaviors


•  Number of audience members who are able to spread the message to others


Metrics in Action 4.2: The Southern California Environmental Health Sciences Center 
Community Outreach and Education Program (COEP) wanted to develop a high-impact way 
to communicate the findings of its research to key stakeholders. They secured funding from the  
California Air Resources Board to create a documentary video, “A Breath of Air: What Pollution is  
Doing to Our Children.” The 28-minute video features a scientist, key government regulators, the  
executive director of the Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice, and several 
families affected by air pollution. The Center eliminated physical and financial barriers to access by 
making the video available in multiple formats for free. COEP also lowered the conceptual barriers  
to access by making the material available in multiple languages and presenting the technical  
information at different levels of detail.


The Center disseminated the video to more than 500 organizations, resulting in thousands of  
viewings. Organizations that have ordered the video include ten California chapters of the Lung  
Association, three nursing schools, seven health departments and many others. The video is offered 
for free in Spanish and English on DVD or VHS cassette, and it is available for download from the 
California Air Resources Board website.


Metrics for disseminating messages:


•  Budget allocated for dissemination activities: XX% of the budget was allocated for 
dissemination activities.


•  Number of products or materials distributed: One video was distributed to more than 500 
organizations, including ten California chapters of the Lung Association, three nursing schools,  
seven health departments and many others.


For more information about the Southern California Environmental Health Sciences Center, visit: 
http://hydra.usc.edu/scehsc/index.html.



http://hydra.usc.edu/scehsc/index.html
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Activity 4: Follow-up and ongoing dissemination


Many projects strive for continual improvement of their products and dissemination strategies in order to remain 
current and adapt to changing needs.


Some approaches for updating and following up on the creation and dissemination of products and messages:


• Communicate new research findings on a regular basis (include dates on materials and update regularly)


• Continue to involve the target audience in translation and dissemination activities


• Engage groups that will assist in the dissemination of materials and expand to new target audiences


• Share resources with other programs


• Provide additional training, education and community-building exercises


• Maintain a website and update it on a regular basis


• Provide handouts that participants can take home


• Test and seek feedback on products and messages on an ongoing basis


Products and Dissemination: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Follow-up and ongoing dissemination


•  Number and description of regularly scheduled meetings


•  Monthly newsletters or web-based outreach to inform target audiences of ongoing events


•  Weekly radio or television public service announcements


•  Number and description of forums created to increase and maintain participation


•  Survey results from participants about messages and dissemination techniques, including reports, 
factsheets or summaries of survey findings


•  Description of improvements made to content, format and strategies


•  Description of methods used to engage target audience and other partners in improving the 
communication strategy, content and format


• Description of ways survey results were used to inform changes to dissemination strategies
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Outputs
One of the primary goals of dissemination activities is to create outputs in the form of products and messages. 
These outputs are the results of the efforts of the PEPH grantees to translate research findings into public health 
interventions. In this section, we discuss the three outputs below.


Output 1: Findings communicated in various products (in-person, print, web, and audio-visual)


Output 2: Access to environmental health messages and information


Output 3: Multi-directional communication and engaged partners


Output 1: Findings communicated in various products


Almost all PEPH grantees will develop and disseminate products and messages at some point during a project. 
Thoughtful development of messages and products leads to an increase in knowledge, capacity and engagement 
of a target audience. Concrete products are often the most straightforward outputs of activities. The products 
themselves and information about them can be distributed and disseminated through a wide range of mechanisms 
and channels. These include brochures, leaflets, databases, internet sites, mailing lists and much more.


Some examples of how to measure findings communicated in various products include:


•  In-person interactions:


  – Recording interactions with groups and individuals at events (e.g., fairs and community forums)


  – Recording meetings and taking notes during community forums and meetings


  – Tracking number of giveaways and estimating number of contacts made during events  
  and engagement activities


•  Print materials:


  – Counting the number of print materials created


  – Keeping a record of the number of materials disseminated and locations of dissemination


  – Recording additional requests for materials and number distributed


•  Web-based products, including social media:


  – Installing a counter on website to track number of visitors and geographic distribution


  – Creating a survey for site visitors


Products and Dissemination: Outputs
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


•  Web-based products, including social media: (continued)


  – Tracking and counting the number of links from other sites to the PEPH project or program website


  – Keeping web logs for site activities and counting number of materials downloaded from site  
  (such as fact sheets and curricula)


•  Audiovisual products:


  – Tracking community-wide showings of videos (documentaries, short films, etc.)


  – Describing partnerships with local television stations that can air informational programming  
  and public service announcements (PSAs)


  – Tracking ratings and viewership of broadcast materials


Example Metrics for Output 1: Findings communicated in various products


In-person interactions


•  Number of and description of events attended such as health fairs, community forums,  
workshops, home health visits, meetings, focus groups and one-on-one conversations


•  Description of national conferences and town hall meetings in which partners participated  
and communication products were disseminated


•  Number of partner participants and attendees at these meeting and forums


•  Number of questions asked during and after the meeting


•  Number and description of events held with government agencies, advocacy groups,  
non-government officials


•  Number of materials picked up at the dissemination events


•  Number of partners organizing events to demonstrate involvement in the partnership


•  Number of contact hours of partners involved in research


•  Effectiveness of in-person meetings, established by feedback from participants


Print materials


•  Number of products and materials distributed


•  Number of requests made for the materials


•  Description or lists of places distributed


•  Description or lists of audiences receiving materials


•  Description of the target audience that received the materials and an indication of whether  
the audience reviewed the materials or forwarded them to other recipients


•  Co-authorship on materials (with a mix of partners as appropriate)


•  Involvement of partners and target audiences in research translation for content 


•  Effectiveness of products, established by feedback from product recipients and users
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 1: Findings communicated in various products (continued)


Web-based products


• Number of hits to the website by originating sources of the hit (.edu, .gov, etc.)


• Number of hits to website by geographic areas


• Number of third party links to the website


• Number of downloads


• Average and range of time users spend at website


• Description or lists of source sites that are driving users to the website


• Amount of use of interactive websites (such as Web 2.0)


• Number and description of comments collected from web pages and blogs


• Number of contributions collected (such as blogs, wikis, forums, etc.)


• Number of unique visitors


• Page views per visitor (e.g., total time spent per user, frequency of visits, depth of visits)


• Description of activity on website discussion board


• Effectiveness of products, established by feedback from product recipients and users


Social media


•  Number and demographics of members or followers


•  Number and description of messages sent


•  Number of people who open a message


•  Number of people who click on certain links within a message


•  Number of people who forward the message on to others; size of secondary audience 


Audio-visual products


•  Number of products disseminated


•  Description of how product is tailored to audience


•  Description of type (such as podcast, YouTube video, film)


•  Number of viewers


•  Pick-up of the product by other media such as newspapers and TV


•  Number of discussions in newspapers, news television, YouTube


•  Number of discussions in social media


•  Traffic to and usage of products posted online or provided by other means


• Interactions (such as leaving comments, participating in discussion forums, leaving reviews  
and ratings, etc.)


•  Effectiveness of audio-visual products, established using feedback from product recipients  
and users
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Metrics in Action 4.3: The University of California, San Diego’s (UCSD) Superfund 
Research Program (SRP) created a 28-minute UCSD-TV video documentary 
(“Los Laureles Canyon: Research in Action”) to explore complex environmental health issues, 
build cross-border partnerships, reach mass audiences and bring about change. The video  
has been viewed over 100,000 times. This documentary film constitutes a useful model for 
reaching lay audiences and has been featured on a wide-range of media outlets, including 
Cable TV, UCSD TV, the Research Channel – National Science Foundation Emerging Frontiers 
Program, the 2009 American Association for the Advancement of Science Annual Meeting,  
the Global Action Research Center Sustainability Solutions Database and most recently at  
the opening session of the 2010 American Public Health Association Film and Media Festival.


The goal of the work presented in this documentary is to enable community leaders to  
identify priority environmental health issues and provide decision-makers (including those  
at U.S. EPA and Mexican Government Agencies) with relevant information to eliminate  
or reduce exposure of vulnerable border communities to Superfund chemicals and other  
environmental hazards. The documentary features UCSD SRP’s efforts to help address the flow 
of Superfund chemicals and other hazardous wastes along and across the U.S.-Mexico border. 
It highlights how SRP integrates participatory watershed-based planning with environmental 
health science (including the development and application of novel SRP biomolecular  
technologies) and climate change science.


Metrics for findings communicated in various products:


•  Number of products disseminated: One documentary video was created.


•  Number of viewers: The video has been viewed over 100,000 times through a wide-range 
of media outlets.


For more information about the UCSD SRP, visit: http://superfund.sdsc.edu/.



http://superfund.sdsc.edu/
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Metrics in Action 4.4: The Bay Area Breast Cancer and the Environment Research Center/ 
Zero Breast Cancer has adopted new technologies to communicate with its partners. The 
Center uses social media tools such as Facebook and Twitter to disseminate research findings, 
prevention messages and updates on Center activities. The use of these innovative channels 
enables the Center to stay in touch with partners and develop a reputation as a reliable source 
of breast cancer information.


With a goal of “translating and communicating research findings to the public, policy  
makers and other audiences most likely to benefit from the findings,” the Center developed a 
strategic plan that incorporated traditional communication channels in addition to web-based 
and social media outlets. This multi-pronged approach provides the Center with a way to 
reach many different audiences by using multiple channels to disseminate the same message. 
The Center committed to building and maintaining the infrastructure necessary to monitor 
and evaluate its dissemination activities. This included a subscription to Constant Contact  
(a direct email marketing package) and staff time to maintain Facebook and Twitter accounts.


As part of its dissemination plan, the Center monitors the number of messages sent out  
via each communication channel, the number of viewers and the topic or content of the  
message delivered. Unlike traditional media such as television, radio and newspapers, social 
media allow the Center to track the number of people who open a message, the number of 
people who click on certain links within a message and the number of people who forward 
the message on to others. This information is valuable in understanding which messages  
resonate with the target audience. The information also helps the Center shape future messages.


Metrics for findings communicated in various products:


•  Number and demographics of members or followers: The Center has more than 1,000 
followers on Twitter and 864 Facebook “friends.” Followers are 70% female, and more than half 
are 40 or older.


•  Number and description of messages sent: The center averages at least one tweet and one 
Facebook message per day. The message focuses on prevention activities followers can do, 
such as reminders to eat fruits and vegetables daily.


For more information about the Center, visit: http://bayarea.bcerc.org.



http://bayarea.bcerc.org
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Output 2: Access to messages


Access to translated materials is an intangible output of dissemination activities. Through the use of a solid 
communication strategy and the development of messages and products in an appropriate format, partners 
can maximize accessibility for a target audience. Partners can also facilitate information transfer to new groups 
through the connections and social networks of the target audience.


In this section, we distinguish between two categories of access: physical and conceptual. Physical access means 
that the intended audience can see, listen or otherwise directly interact with the products. To assess this, project 
partners might ask: Are the products physically available to the audience? Are they distributed in areas inhabited 
by the target audience? If materials are available on the web, does the audience have access to the Internet?  
Partners can increase physical access by using multiple channels or strategies for communicating PEPH  
messages. Disseminating and broadcasting messages at various times of the day or week can also be effective. 
In addition, networking with target audiences and attending other events can provide more opportunities for 
ensuring that products and messages make it into the hands of the target audience.


Conceptual access refers to how well the audience understands the intended message. To ensure that the target 
audience has conceptual access to products and messages, partners might ask: Are the products written in ways 
to be easily understood by the target audience? Do the messages make sense in the cultural context of the  
audience? Are technical concepts, graphs and jargon explained clearly? Partners can increase conceptual access 
by monitoring the use of materials and feedback and by using multiple communication strategies (e.g., pairing 
print materials with in-person interactions). Consulting with representatives of the target audience to identify 
emerging language or behavioral trends can also be very helpful.


Grantees can optimize both physical and conceptual access by using different modes of communication  
(e.g., both individualized and group-focused) and different mechanisms for dissemination  
(e.g., print or web-based).


Products and Dissemination: Outputs
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 2: Access to messages


Physical access


• Attendance at events


• Number and description of written materials distributed


• Number of views for videos or other media


• Number of website hits


• Number of home environmental health or promotora (community health worker) visits


• Number of medical or household personal exposure interventions


• Estimates of television and radio spot coverage based on time covered, number of listeners or 
television coverage viewership


• Number of target audience members who report having access to project-related information, 
products or messages


Conceptual access


• Number of languages in which the products are available, especially the language  
of the target audience


• Description of efforts to explain scientific concepts in lay terms as well as in terms that are  
meaningful for the target audience (e.g., describing specific respiratory symptoms might  
be more effective than discussing potential respiratory effects of environmental hazards)


• Description of how products and messages are consistent with cultural understandings  
of the target audience 


• Reports of understanding from target audience
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Metrics in Action 4.5: Reducing exposure to developmental toxicants among Latino 
children is the mission of the Outreach Core (OC) and Research Translation Core (RTC) 
within the Duke University Superfund Research Center The program partners include 
the North Carolina Division of Public Health’s Nutrition Services Branch and the North Carolina 
Healthy Start Foundation. The OC and RTC conduct environmental health outreach and  
education directed at low income and minority women and their children, enhance the 
capacity of disadvantaged communities to understand threats posed by environmental 
contaminants and provide a bridge between campus research, communities  
and policymakers.


The partners develop materials that address the specific needs of different audiences, and 
they use a variety of dissemination strategies to increase the audiences’ access to information. 
To address conceptual access, the group developed novellas that provided information about 
fish consumption by pregnant and early postpartum Latina women. The OC and RTC developed 
the outreach materials based on input from Latina women, who reviewed the materials and 
provided feedback. The OC and RTC incorporated the new informational products into several 
subsequent projects. They also disseminated the materials through the Center’s local and 
national networks, as well as through a partner’s public access website.


Metrics for access to messages:


•  Number and description of materials distributed: The OC and RTC created a novella 
targeting Latina women. The novella provided information about fish consumption for  
pregnant and early postpartum women.


•  Number of languages in which the products are available, especially the language  
of the target audience: The novella is available in Spanish and English.


For more information about the Duke Superfund Research Program, visit:  
http://superfund.geneimprint.com.



http://superfund.geneimprint.com
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Output 3: Multi-directional communication and engaged partners


Open communication between partners and participants in PEPH projects can be an important component  
of a communication strategy. Examples of multi-directional communication include developing opportunities  
for interactive dialog among project members and intended  
audiences; developing mechanisms for raising awareness of  
environmental health issues while enhancing communication;  
and establishing long-term trusting relationships with partners, 
key members of audiences, key informants, etc. 


Multi-directional communication between  
partners can provide useful feedback on  
products and messages including the quality, 
focus and relevance of the products. More  
engagement of partners and participants 
often leads to clearer messages,  
better products and materials and  
better dissemination. 


Grantees can assess multidirectional  
communication and engagement by  
examining the distribution of resources, 
decision-making processes, contributions to 
message development and dissemination 
strategies, and feelings of ownership.


Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Opportunities for multi-directional  
communication include:


•  Radio shows


•  Website discussion boards or chat rooms  
with researchers, doctors or other experts


•  Lunchtime forums


•  Group conversations


•  Conferences, workshops


•  Promotora visits


•  Health fair booths


•  Trainings


•  Science day town hall meetings


•  Focus groups


For more information, see 
Chapter 2: Partnerships.
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Example Metrics for Output 3: Multi-directional communication  
and engaged partners


Participation


•  Reports of regularly scheduled meetings and interactions


•  Number of partners in attendance at formal and informal interactions


•  Number of members participating in community forums, website discussion groups, radio shows 
or other interactive media


•  Types of partners participating in meetings


•  Diversity of partners by ethnic group, cultural group and geographic location


Quality and equality of interactions


•  Description of opportunities for partners to be heard


•  Description of exchanges that occur


•  Anecdotal evidence of ease of use and implementation of message


•  Number of new or revised products and dissemination techniques that were developed based  
on feedback from partners and the community


Retention


•  Retention rates of volunteers and partners who regularly disseminate material


•  Number of participants from the target audience or community at regularly scheduled  
meetings over time


Consistency


•  Frequency of reviews for consistency in messages and products


•  Description of procedures or actions for evaluating consistency in messages and products
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Products and Dissemination: Outputs


Metrics in Action 4.6: The Aberdeen Area Tribal Chairman’s Health Board (AATCHB) 
and The University of Iowa Environmental Health Sciences Research Center (EHSRC) 
Community Outreach and Engagement Core jointly hosted the Asthma Education 
Conference for Tribal Health Officers Serving the Northern Plains Area in South Dakota  
in October, 2006. The goal of the meeting was to advance the knowledge of asthma among 
tribal health professionals working within the Aberdeen Area (North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Nebraska and Iowa) by providing an opportunity for communication among all partners.  
The tribal health professionals were able to gain a better understanding of asthma and  
its environmental triggers in their communities and use this knowledge to deliver better 
medical care and improve health outcomes. At the same time, tribal members were able  
to provide project staff with insight into the problem of asthma in the Native American  
community and discuss cultural issues related to potential treatments. The conference also 
provided an opportunity to foster new and ongoing collaborations between tribal health 
leaders, Native American health organizations, area universities and government entities.  
Collaborations and meetings such as this one allow communities to voice their needs to  
partners and gain access to environmental public health information, while they also  
provide an opportunity for project staff to hear from partners.


Metrics for multi-directional communication and engaged partners:


•  Description of opportunities for partners to be heard: The Core hosted a conference that 
was structured so that all participants had a chance to lead, moderate and participate in sessions.


•  Diversity of partners by ethnic group, cultural group and geographic location: Partners 
from all over the state participated in the conference, including tribal health leaders,  
Native American health organizations, area universities and government entities.


For more information about the University of Iowa EHSRC, visit: http://www.ehsrc.uiowa.edu.



http://www.ehsrc.uiowa.edu
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Impacts
Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs. The products and dissemination logic 
model example in this Manual identifies three examples of impacts that can result from effective products and 
dissemination. Examples of impacts for discussion of products and dissemination are:


Impact 1:  Awareness of messages


Impact 2:  Ability to act on messages


Impact 3:  Communication of messages to others


Impacts are more difficult to measure than activities and outputs in part because it often takes several years  
for substantive changes to occur. When thinking about the impacts a project might be able to achieve and how 
to measure those impacts, it can be helpful to think in terms of short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term 
impacts are typically those changes that would be expected to see in the first few years of a project. Long-term 
impacts might not be seen for 5 or more years. It is helpful for grantees to identify intended impacts so that they 
can identify measures that will help document their progress in achieving impacts.


Grantees also may be hesitant to claim credit for impacts 
because other organizations or other contextual factors 
may have contributed to the changes. While grantees  
may not be able to claim sole credit for these impacts,  
it is important to be able to track these broader changes 
and to document the contributions made by the project  
to achieving these impacts. 


Although there are challenges associated with measuring impacts, tracking progress towards these goals helps 
grantees stay on track, demonstrate success and identify areas for improvement. Most importantly, the ultimate 
goal of products and dissemination is to produce outcomes and impacts that lead to improvements in health 
through a reduction in environmental health hazards.32


In measuring impacts of dissemination activities, it may be helpful to consider the impacts in three stages:  
awareness, action and advocacy. Individuals who are aware of the issue understand your message and are able  
to contemplate how the environmental public health issue might affect them or their community. Individuals 
who are taking action are in the process of changing their behavior based on your message. Finally, individuals 
who are advocating have changed their behavior and are sharing your environmental public health message 
with others.


 32 See also, Silka L. 2000. Evaluation as a strategy for documenting the strengths of community-based participatory research in: Successful Models 
of Community-Based Participatory Research, 29-31 March 2000: Final Report, Washington, DC. 49-54. (O’Fallon LR, Tyson FL, Dearry A, eds).  
Available: http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Products and Dissemination: Impacts


For additional information  
on long-term impacts, see 
Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation.



http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf
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Impact 1: Awareness of messages


Increased awareness of environmental health messages can lead to a better understanding of environmental 
exposures and their sources. Audiences gain awareness by listening to, understanding and using the information 
contained in environmental health messages. In other words, awareness is fully absorbing the information to the 
point of being able to use it and explain it to others.


With effective awareness, partners, participants, communities and decision-makers can better identify and  
contemplate environmental health concerns related to the community. They are also better able to understand 
the relevance of scientific findings and create engaged communities within target audiences around issues  
relevant to them.


Awareness of environmental health messages can occur through:


• Continuous engagement of partners in dissemination activities


• Consistency of messages and relevance of content to target audiences


• Progression of knowledge and capacity building through messages and project activities, such as increased 
complexity of materials and literacy level to reflect knowledge gained


• Participation of new partners and audiences


Some strategies for measuring awareness include:


• Using quizzes and surveys in formal and informal settings


• Gathering letters of support, testimonials and other formal evidence of support and recognition  
of the PEPH project and partner work


• Tracking increases in media coverage or interest in a PEPH topic (for example, the local news does  
an exposé, or a local television station shows a documentary)


Products and Dissemination: Impacts
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Products and Dissemination: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Awareness of messages


•  Results of post-intervention survey to test recall of messages


•  Description of audience understanding


•  Number of calls or requests for environmental health information from community over time


•  Number of articles or other forms of media coverage that address the environmental public 
health message


•  Description of coverage in media of the environmental public health message


•  Trends of attendance and contributions at meetings over time (for example, community members 
with knowledge about the public health issue may be more likely to speak up at meetings and 
voice their concerns)


•  Individuals able to use language and ideas learned from products and dissemination


Metrics in Action 4.7: The Michigan State University Breast Cancer and Environment 
Research Center (MSU BCERC) includes community advocates and faculty members from 
the Department of Communication. The Community Outreach and Translation Core of the 
BCERC focuses on disseminating research from the BCERC research core, promoting the 
BCERC website and encouraging behavioral change. In order to reach out to target audiences 
to improve the efficacy of future educational messages about breast cancer, MSU BCERC  
researchers investigated awareness and uptake of environmental public health messages. 
They conducted a message recall survey of over 350 women about topics and sources of 
memorable breast cancer messages and used the findings to target educational outreach  
activities to suit the needs of participants. Results from messaging research are available  
online, were presented at the research organization’s yearly symposium and are released  
in periodic press reports.


Metrics for awareness of messages:


•  Results of post-intervention recall of messages: Findings indicated that most women (60%) 
recalled a memorable message, described it, identified its source and noted whether it had 
resulted in prevention or detection behaviors.


•  Description of audience understanding: Women were able to describe the message and 
explain how they could apply it in their own lives.


For more information about the MSU BCERC, visit: http://www.bcerc.msu.edu.



http://www.bcerc.msu.edu

http://www.ehsrc.uiowa.edu
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Products and Dissemination: Impacts


Impact 2: Ability to act on messages


Individuals who are aware of messages are more likely to take action based on them. Effective information  
and messages from projects can target an audience in a personal and individualized way. These messages often 
suggest ways in which the target audience can take action to mitigate environmental health hazards. These 
informed decisions can eventually improve health.


Some strategies to measure the action taken by the target 
audience include collecting and analyzing:


•  Pre- and post-test data on behavior change


•  Anecdotal evidence of action in various settings such 
as home, school and workplace


•  Observations of action taken by the target audience


Communication  
of messages
to others


Ability to act on 
messages


Awareness  
of messages


Impact 1 Impact 2 Impact 3


While this section focuses on 
individual-level awareness and 
action, another dissemination 
strategy is to provide information 
to policy-makers in an effort to  
inform environmental public 
health policies and regulations.
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Products and Dissemination: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Ability to act on messages


•  Descriptions of changes in action, including quantitative results from assessments  
of behavior change


•  Anecdotal evidence of informed decision-making


 –  Description of testimonials, articles, etc.


 –  Number of calls from community over time


•  Description of decisions made by trainees, students and participants because of increased  
awareness or education from program


•  Documentation of published changes in protocols, safety regulations, etc.


•  Increased capacity of target audience to address environmental health issues


 –  Number of target audience members involved in PEPH projects


 –  Number of target audience members involved in PEPH leadership activities


 –  Number of new PEPH activities initiated


 –  Description of relationships developed between target audience members and health  
 professionals and decision-makers


•  Number and description of new programs to encourage identification and reporting  
of environmental or safety hazards


•  Number and description of new research projects, support groups or enforcement  
committees established


•  Participation


 –  Number of individuals and partners taking action to change workplace, school 
 or community processes


 –  Number of situations where individuals have taken action, such as in a school, 
 community or legislative process
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Products and Dissemination: Impacts


Metrics in Action 4.8: Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT) was established in 1997 
to advocate for environmental and community health by limiting the release of contaminants 
and mitigating the human health effects of toxins in the natural environment. NIEHS grants 
fund ACAT’s community-based participatory research project and the annual Field Institute  
to provide participants with the tools necessary to conduct their own community-based  
environmental sampling programs to assess contaminants from local and global sources.  
Additionally, ACAT, in collaboration with the State University of New York School of Public 
Health and Norton Sound Health Corporation, has begun a pilot study to help residents  
design a methodology for conducting research on contaminants so they can be fully  
engaged in future human health and contaminants studies planned for the region.


After working with community members for over 10 years, ACAT has seen how communities 
can affect environmental public health change. After participating in ACAT activities, the  
indigenous Alaskan community decided in 2009 to reject a proposal for a hazardous waste 
facility on the island’s Northeast Cape. To facilitate support for additional projects, ACAT  
documented how target audience members became involved as partners to initiate regulatory 
changes. Based on its successes, ACAT is sharing with other communities those strategies that 
proved effective in convincing the government to clean up former defense sites in the region.


Metrics for ability to act on messages:
• Anecdotal evidence of informed decision-making: The indigenous Alaskan 


communities’ decision to reject the 2009 proposal for a hazardous waste facility  
in their community was based on their knowledge of environmental public health  
hazards, some of which was gained through interactions with ACAT.


•  Increased capacity of target audience to address environmental health issues: Since 1997, 
XXX Alaska Natives have participated in ACAT activities and XXX have actively participated in 
activities designed to protect their community from environmental public health hazards.


For more information about ACAT, visit: http://www.akaction.org.



http://www.akaction.org

http://www.ehsrc.uiowa.edu
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Impact 3: Communication of messages to others


When a target audience has absorbed a message and altered its actions to reflect the knowledge of the  
environmental health issue, it may also begin to share that information with others. Some ways in which  
the target audience may share the message are:


•  Word of mouth, such as when partners and participants relay messages learned directly to others


•  Directing others to websites, radio shows, television shows or other forms of multimedia


•  Distributing materials/messages directly to others


Some examples of how to measure sharing of messages include:


•  Conducting surveys


•  Recording comments from trainers and educators


•  Recording anecdotes from participants or “third parties” who are recipients of secondary information


•  Conducting website user surveys; for example, asking users who access site or download materials how they 
heard about the materials or website


•  Reviewing media and other groups’  literature


•  Talking to attendees (formally or informally) to see how they plan to use the information they have learned


Products and Dissemination: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Communication of messages to others


•  Description of activities conducted to provide partners with information necessary to advocate


• Number of partners who understand and can share factual information about environmental 
health hazards


•  Number of partners who actively share information about environmental public health issues
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Products and Dissemination: Impacts


Metrics in Action 4.9: NIEHS and the 
University of Cincinnati (UC) Center  
for Environmental Genetics sponsored 
a community forum to build momentum  
for community action against environmental 
injustice. The Center assists scientists working 
in environmental health sciences and  
improves understanding of the relationships  
between environmental exposures and  
human disease. It conducted the meeting  
in partnership with community organizations 
to give the Cincinnati community the  
opportunity to hear about research in this 
area and to give their scientists an opportunity 
to hear about the concerns of community 
members. Experts from UC helped residents 
better understand the exposures they faced 
each day and offered practical ideas about 
how individuals can reduce their  
environmental health risks.


The community forum “Your Home, Your Health, Your Voice” focused on empowering individuals 
dealing with environmental exposures. The forum encouraged attendees to voice their  
opinions and concerns as well as relay the vital information presented in the forum to loved 
ones and at-risk members in the community through secondary information transfer. The 
community forum explicitly encouraged secondary information transfer as a vehicle to  
promote healthy decision-making in the homes and within the families of participants.


Metrics for communication of messages to others:


•  Description of activities conducted to provide partners with information necessary to 
advocate: The community forum was conducted to provide partners with information about 
how to understand and remediate environmental exposures.


•  Number of partners who understand and can share factual information about  
environmental health hazards: XX partners participated in the forum, and based on 
surveys collected after the forum, XX% of those attending were able to identify key facts  
related to environmental public health hazards.


For more information about the UC Center for Environmental Genetics, visit:  
http://www.eh.uc.edu/ceg.


Then NIEHS Acting Director Samuel Wilson, M.D., 
speaks at the University of Cincinnati Community 
Forum, September 2008.



http://www.eh.uc.edu/ceg

http://www.ehsrc.uiowa.edu
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Chapter 4 Case Study: Teens, Nail Salon Workers and Beauty Products
In Oakland, California, the Asian Communities for Reproductive Justice established the Participatory Research, 
Organizing, and Leadership Initiative for Safety and Health (POLISH) to decrease toxic occupational exposures 
among female Asian Pacific Islander (API) nail salon workers. The project organizers aimed to 1) educate, train and 
mentor API teenage girls and Vietnamese nail salon workers who are exposed to environmentally toxic products, 
and 2) increase scientific knowledge of the effects of exposure to environmental hazards associated with beauty 
products.


Activities
POLISH conducted outreach to 100 nail salons and 2 churches to recruit workers and distribute outreach  
materials written in Vietnamese. POLISH met every 6 weeks with nail salon workers and worker/owners  
interested in taking leadership on this issue. They gauged community knowledge of risks through a survey  
conducted by API youth, and they used the results to develop the program materials. The API youth who  
participated in this project developed and conducted a survey with 200 API girls on their knowledge of toxins  
in personal care products and the most popular products used by this community. POLISH created several  
products to communicate health messages, including a bilingual Vietnamese/English yoga manual on ten  
easy ways to promote health in the workplace and a tutorial addressing spa chair cleanliness, one of the most 
common health and safety violations in salons. Based on interactions with and input from the API nail salon 
workers, the project leaders learned that participants needed information on safer product alternatives that  
they could use at work before they could change their risky practices.


Metrics:


•  Description of target audience for communication: Asian Pacific Islander female nail salon workers.


•  Number and description of target audience members who were involved in developing communication  
strategies: XX API girls participated in the survey development and helped create the communication products.


•  Number and description of regularly scheduled meetings: Meetings were scheduled every 6 weeks to 
educate nail salon workers about the environmental public health risks associated with the profession and  
to identify potential steps the nail salon workers could take to minimize their risk.


Products and Dissemination: Case Study
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Outputs
With support from an NIEHS extension grant, the project developed a basic health and safety resource  
handbook of the products of most concern to nail salon workers. Nail salon workers worked with partners  
to disseminate the handbook to nail salons throughout the community. In 2007, several API women took  
part in community-based participatory research training provided by POLISH that focused on developing  
communication products for nail salon workers. To increase physical access to the environmental public  
health messages, POLISH established a network to distribute materials throughout the salon community.  
As a next step they are launching a public education campaign to promote the demand for and use of  
“Three-Free” products (free of toluene, formaldehyde and dibutyl phthalates).


Metrics:


•  Number and type of materials distributed: POLISH created several  products to communicate health messages, 
including a bilingual Vietnamese/English yoga manual on ten easy ways to promote health in the workplace and  
a tutorial addressing spa chair cleanliness, one of the most common health and safety violations in salons.


•  Number of languages in which the products are available, especially the language of the target audience:  
English and Vietnamese.


Impacts
To date, 15 nail salon workers and worker/owners attend POLISH meetings regularly. They have learned to  
identify ways in which the California State Board of Barbering and Cosmetology can provide accessible and fair 
health and safety guidelines for the nail salon community. They also learned processes for licensing, inspections, 
violations and appeals. The women who participated in the POLISH project gained increased scientific literacy 
and awareness of personal risk. The group of trainees developed a series of interactive exercises that educated 
many more Asian girls and boys at an API Youth Conference. Finally, the program was able to help advocates  
get an ordinance approved in San Francisco that recognizes salons that use the “Three-Free” nail products.


Metrics:


• Number of partner participants and attendees at these meeting and forums: 15 nail salon workers and worker/
owners participate regularly in the meetings.


• Description of audience understanding: Nail salon workers learned to identify ways that the California State 
Board of Barbering and Cosmetology can provide accessible and fair health and safety guidelines for the  
nail salon community. They also learned processes for licensing, inspections, violations and appeals.


• Change in policy or regulation: A new ordinance in San Francisco recognizes salons that use the “Three-Free” 
nail products.


For more information about the Asian Communities for Reproductive Justice, visit: http://reproductivejustice.org.


Products and Dissemination: Case Study



http://reproductivejustice.org
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Products and Dissemination: Summary of Metrics


Summary of Product and Dissemination Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Develop communication strategies


•  Description of goals and objectives  
of communication strategy


•  Description of target audience for communication


•  Description of communication channels  
most effective for audience and message


•  Number and description of target audience  
members who were involved in developing  
communication strategies


•  Description of methods of communication  
most frequently used by members of the  
intended audiences


•  Description of methods used to obtain feedback 
from the target audience on the communication 
strategy


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Develop message content and format


•  Number and description of messages developed 
about environmental health risks


•  Description of involvement of target audience  
in developing theme and content of message


•  Number of languages in which materials  
are available


•  Description of steps taken to address cultural  
context of target audience


•  Description of adaptations made to create  
products appropriate to different audiences


•  Number and description of print  
materials developed


•  Number and description of web-based  
products developed


•  Number and description of audio-visual  
products developed


•  Number and description of in-person  
products developed


•  Number and description of other types  
of products developed


•  Description of testing of message with  
target audience
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Products and Dissemination: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Disseminate messages


•  Description of dissemination plans


•  Number of channels or strategies used to  
disseminate products and messages


•  Description of plans for disseminating information 
during events, gatherings or new events created 
to increase participation of audience


•  Number of events attended to disseminate  
products or materials


•  Budget allocated for dissemination activities


•  Number of products or materials distributed


•  Number of partners, volunteers and community 
members disseminating materials (for  
example, number of individuals or hours  
spent disseminating)


•  Number of target audience members  
who understand the message


•  Number of target audience members who have 
incorporated the message into their own beliefs, 
attitudes and behaviors 


• Number of audience members who are able to 
spread the message to others


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Follow-up and ongoing dissemination


•  Number and descriptions of regularly  
scheduled meetings


•  Monthly newsletters or web-based outreach  
to inform target audiences of ongoing events


•  Weekly radio or television public  
service announcements


•  Number and description of forums created  
to increase and maintain participation


•  Survey results from participants about messages 
and dissemination techniques, including reports, 
factsheets or summaries of survey findings


•  Description of improvements made to content, 
format and strategies


•  Description of methods used to engage target 
audience and other partners in improving the 
communication strategy, content and format


•  Description of ways survey results were used  
to inform changes to dissemination strategies


Example Metrics for Output 1: Findings communicated in various products


In-person interactions


•  Number of and description of events attended 
such as health fairs, community forums,  
workshops, home health visits, meetings,  
focus groups and one-on-one conversations


•  Description of national conferences and town  
hall meetings in which partners participated and 
communication products were disseminated


•  Number of partner participants and attendees  
at these meeting and forums


•  Number of questions asked during  
and after the meeting


•  Number and description of events held with  
government agencies, advocacy groups,  
non-government officials


•  Number of materials picked up  
at the dissemination events
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Products and Dissemination: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 1: Findings communicated in various products


•  Number of partners organizing events to  
demonstrate involvement in the partnership


•  Number of contact hours of partners  
involved in research


•  Effectiveness of in-person meetings, established  
by feedback from participants


Print materials


•  Number of products and materials distributed


•  Number of requests made for the materials


•  Description or list of places distributed


•  Description or list of audiences  
receiving materials


•  Description of the target audience that received 
the materials and an indication of whether the  
audience reviewed the materials or forwarded 
them to other recipients


•  Co-authorship on materials (with a mix  
of partners as appropriate)


•  Involvement of partners and target audiences  
in research translation for content


•  Effectiveness of products, established by  
feedback from product recipients and users


Web-based products


•  Number of hits to the website by originating 
sources of the hit (.edu, .gov, etc.)


•  Number of hits to website by geographic areas


•  Number of third party links to the website


•  Number of downloads


•  Average and range of time users spend at website


•  Description or list of source sites that are  
driving users to the website


•  Amount of use of interactive websites  
(such as Web 2.0)


•  Number and description of comments  
collected from web pages and blogs


•  Number of contributions collected  
(such as blogs, wikis, forums, etc.)


•  Number of unique visitors


•  Page views per visitor (e.g., total time spent  
per user, frequency of visits, depth of visits)


•  Description of activity on website  
discussion board


•  Effectiveness of products, established by feedback 
from product recipients and users


Social media


•  Number and demographics of members or followers


•  Number and description of messages sent


•  Number of people who open a message


•  Number of people who click on certain links  
within a message


•  Number of people who forward the message  
on to others; size of secondary audience 


Audio-visual products


•  Number of products disseminated


•  Description of how product is tailored to audience


•  Description of type (such as podcast, YouTube 
video, film)


•  Number of viewers


•  Pick-up of the product by other media such  
as newspapers and TV


•  Number of discussions in newspapers, news  
television, YouTube


•  Number of discussions in social media


•  Traffic to and usage of products posted online  
or provided by other means


•  Interactions (such as leaving comments,  
participating in discussion forums, leaving  
reviews and ratings, etc.)


•  Effectiveness of audio-visual products, established 
using feedback from product recipients and users
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Products and Dissemination: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 2: Access to messages


Physical access


• Attendance at events


•  Number and description of written  
materials distributed


•  Number of views for videos or other media


•  Number of website hits


•  Number of home environmental health  
or promotora (community health worker) visits


•  Number of medical or household personal  
exposure interventions


•  Estimates of television and radio spot coverage 
based on time covered, number of listeners or  
television coverage viewership


•  Number of target audience members who report 
having access to project-related information,  
products or messages


Conceptual access


•  Number of languages in which the products  
are available, especially the language of the  
target audience


•  Description of efforts to explain scientific  
concepts in lay terms as well as in terms that  
are meaningful for the target audience (e.g.,  
describing specific respiratory symptoms might 
be more effective than discussing potential  
respiratory effects of environmental hazards)


•  Description of how products and messages are 
consistent with cultural understandings of the 
target audience


•  Reports of understanding from target audience


Example Metrics for Output 3: Multi-directional communication  
and engaged partners


Participation


•  Reports of regularly scheduled meetings  
and interactions


•  Number of partners in attendance at formal  
and informal interactions


•  Number of members participating in community 
forums, website discussion groups, radio shows  
or other interactive media


•  Types of partners participating in meetings


•  Diversity of partners by ethnic group, cultural 
group and geographic location


Quality and equality of interactions


•  Description of opportunities for partners  
to be heard


•  Description of exchanges that occur


•  Anecdotal evidence of ease of use  
and implementation of message


•  Number of new or revised products and  
dissemination techniques that were developed 
based on feedback from partners and  
the community


Retention


•  Retention rates of volunteers and partners who 
regularly disseminate material


•  Number of participants from the target audience 
or community at regularly scheduled meetings 
over time


Consistency


•  Frequency of reviews for consistency  
in messages and products


•  Description of procedures or actions for  
evaluating consistency in messages and products
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Products and Dissemination: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Awareness of messages


•  Results of post-intervention survey to test recall  
of messages


•  Description of audience understanding


•  Number of calls or requests for environmental 
health information from community over time


•  Number of articles or other media coverage by 
others that addresses the environmental public 
health message


•  Description of coverage in media of the  
environmental public health message


•  Trends of attendance and contributions at  
meetings over time (for example, community 
members with knowledge about the public health 
issue may be more likely to speak up at meetings 
and voice their concerns.)


•  Individuals able to use language and ideas learned 
from products and dissemination


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Ability to act on messages


•  Description of changes in action, including  
quantitative results from assessments of  
behavior change


•  Anecdotal evidence of informed  
decision-making


 – Description of testimonials, articles, etc.


 – Number of calls from community over time


•  Description of decisions made by trainees,  
students and participants because of increased 
awareness or education from program


•  Documentation of published changes in protocols, 
safety regulations, etc.


•  Increased capacity of target audience to address 
environmental health issues


 –  Number of target audience members  
 involved in PEPH projects


 –  Number of target audience members involved  
 in PEPH leadership activities


 –  Number of new PEPH activities initiated


 – Description of relationships developed  
 between target audience members and  
 health professionals and decision-makers


•  Number and description of new programs  
to encourage identification and reporting of  
environmental or safety hazards


•  Number and description of new research  
projects, support groups or enforcement  
committees established


•  Participation


 – Number of individuals and partners taking  
 action to change workplace, school or  
 community processes


 – Number of situations where 
 in messages and products


•  Description of procedures or actions for  
evaluating consistency in messages and products


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Communication of messages to others


•  Description of activities conducted to provide 
partners with information necessary to advocate


•  Number of partners who understand and can 
share factual information about environmental 
health hazards


•  Number of partners who actively advocate about 
environmental public health issues
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Chapter 5: Education and Training


Introduction
By supporting training and education activities, PEPH programs help ensure that grantees are able to  
disseminate environmental public health knowledge and skills to partners and community members.  
Armed with knowledge and skills, these trainees become ambassadors who can make different choices  
personally and can raise awareness of environmental public health issues and solutions among the community.


The target audience is an important consideration for any education or training projects. Involving members of 
the target audience in the development and conduct of training programs can help ensure that the programs 
incorporate their learning styles and preferences, thereby resulting in better retention and potential use of the 
information.


PEPH grantees typically conduct three broad types of training programs, each with a specific target audience that 
participates in these trainings. The logic model activities, outputs and impacts in this chapter include examples 
from the following programs: 33


Community Outreach and Engagement Facility Cores: Many programs at NIEHS require the inclusion of 
outreach, translation and/or engagement facility cores. Examples include the Environmental Health Sciences 
Core Centers, the Centers for Children’s Environmental Health and Disease Prevention Research, the Superfund 
Research Program, and the Breast Cancer and Environmental Health Research Program. Such facility cores often 
fund grantees to translate the latest environmental health science research into tools and resources for a variety  
of audiences – and some of their work includes training and education programs. 


Worker Training Programs: NIEHS has a 
long history of conducting education and 
training programs in occupational settings. 
The Worker Education and Training Program 
(WETP) supports the development of curricula 
and initiation of training programs throughout 
the country to help employers meet Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA),  
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of Transportation (DOT) and Department of Energy (DOE) 
requirements. The ultimate goals of the WETP are to protect workers from environmental and occupational  
hazards, such as chemical, biological and radiological wastes and substances. This program encourages  
innovation for training difficult-to-reach populations by addressing issues such as literacy, appropriate  
adult education techniques, training quality improvement and other areas not addressed directly by the  
private sector. WETP has a long history of conducting evaluations of its funded education and training  
activities, and many of the metrics and examples in this chapter are from WETP grantees.


 33 More information about all of these programs can be found at: National Intitute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS). 2010. Programs: Partnerships 
for Environmental Public Health. Available: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/prog/index.cfm  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Education and Training: Introduction


Other common activities of facility cores  
are addressed in Chapter 4: Products and 
Dissemination and Chapter 6: Capacity Building.



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/prog/index.cfm
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WETP grantees provide training that increases literacy and life skills, improves job safety and worker well-being 
and addresses the needs and requests of workers themselves. The target audiences for these trainings are  
workers. For purposes of this discussion, we consider workers to include all levels of an organization’s staff,  
including front-line, hands-on staff, foremen, middle managers and senior management. In many instances,  
senior management benefits from training that helps them understand the challenges staff face, as well as  
the structural and policy changes they can support to facilitate safer workplaces for staff.


Health care and public health professionals are considered a subset of workers. Specialized training for health 
care and public health professionals may include first responder training on blood borne pathogens, nurse  
training on conducting environmental assessments, environmental health grand round series for physicians  
or training for community health workers on asthma triggers. Health care professionals are recognized leaders 
and trusted sources of health information; as such, it is important that their environmental health knowledge  
and communication skills be sufficient to protect their own health, as well as to protect the health of the  
communities they serve.


Science Education Programs: Science education programs provide training for students and teachers in a 
classroom setting. These training opportunities are available at all levels of education, from elementary school to 
graduate school. For example, the Short Term Educational Experiences for Research (STEER) in the Environmental 
Health Sciences program is designed to attract talented high school students and undergraduates to research 
opportunities in the environmental health sciences. In addition to attracting talented students, professional  
development programs are created for teachers to enhance their knowledge and capacity to increase the  
awareness of environmental health concepts among students.


Within science education programs, grantees may offer trainings for a variety of audiences, including community 
partners, researchers, scientists, policy makers, health care professionals, teachers, students in grades K-12,  
undergraduates and graduate students, as well as workers from every level of an organization. We provide  
examples of possible PEPH training programs in Exhibit 5.1.


Education and Training: Introduction


For more information about Science Education Programs, check the following sources: 


Highlights from NIEHS’ Environmental Health Science Education:  
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/ehsic/highlights.cfm


Environmental Health Perspectives Science Education Program:  
http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/static/scied.action 


Environmental Health Sciences as an Integrative Context for Learning: 
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/ehsic/index.cfm



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/ehsic/highlights.cfm

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/ehsic/highlights.cfm

http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/static/scied.action

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/ehsic/index.cfm

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/ehsic/index.cfm
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Education and Training: Introduction


Exhibit 5.1 Examples of possible PEPH trainings


Workers


•  Organizing occupational training for skilled laborers in safety and health issues or new skills  
(e.g., annual hazardous material handling refresher)


•  Holding trainings oriented toward the needs of unskilled workers to allow them to enter  
into environmental health and remediation fields of work


•  Planning trainings aimed at addressing issues such as how to prevent and respond to threats  
to workers from new and emerging materials (e.g., nano materials, new hazardous materials,  
radiation or dirty bombs)


Students


•  Training doctoral students in interaction with community members via webinar


•  Developing easy-to-implement environmentally focused curricula


•  Conducting workshops at academic conferences


•  Conducting classroom activities


•  Organizing science fairs


•  Developing class projects


•  Conducting science camps while schools are not in session


Researchers and Scientists


•  Training researchers in outreach methods and techniques


•  Helping researchers learn how to identify what works for the target audience


•  Training researchers in techniques to gain understanding of audiences


•  Conducting train-the-trainer meetings to teach researchers how to train others to conduct  
surveys and interviews, facilitate focus groups, communicate with lay audiences, collect patient 
data, collect environmental exposure data, etc.


Community Partners


•  Educating partners on science topics relevant to the study


•  Teaching partners about the Institutional Review Board (IRB) process


•  Offering technical workshops to bring partners together to develop recommendations, materials 
and education tools


•  Providing opportunities to learn budgeting and financial management


•  Training partners to collect and analyze data


•  Communicating environmental health information
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Education and Training Logic Model


The logic model in Figure 5.1 provides a framework for evaluating education and training within PEPH 
programs. This model identifies potential activities, outputs and impacts of successful education and 
training programs. This chapter provides grantees with a tool to brainstorm other activities, outputs and 
impacts that are applicable to their specific projects. This model contains three major components:


•  Activities are actions that use available inputs to create and maintain education and training projects.


•  Outputs are the direct products of education and training activities.


•  Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs. Ultimate or long-term   
 impacts are also examined in the Evaluation chapter (see Chapter7, Principles of Evaluation).


Figure 5.1 Education and Training Logic Model with Examples of Activities, Outputs and Impacts


Education and Training: Introduction


 


 Activity 1  Activity 2  Activity 3  Activity 4 


Identify training Develop and test Conduct training Revise approach,  
needs  programs and programs  program or  
  materials    materials as needed


   


 Output 1  Output 2  Output 3  


Training curricula Training materials  Trained individuals   
or programs  


 


 Impact 1  Impact 2  Impact 3 


Knowledge of issue Secondary  Safer workplace
  information  
  transfer


Sources of Data


Grantees may find the following sources of data to be helpful in tracking achievements related to  
training and education:


• Activity logs


• Contact logs


• Participant lists


• Feedback forms


• Meeting agendas


• Telephone logs


• Communication strategies and plans


• Budgets


• Group discussions


• Surveys


• Interviews


• Meeting notes


• Email exchanges


• Internet web logs


For a more  
comprehensive  
list of data sources, see  
Chapter 7: Principles  
of Evaluation.
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Education and Training: Activities


Activities
Regardless of the type of training grantees conduct for their target audience, they will likely incorporate some  
of the activities described below. Activities, in the framework of an education and training logic model, are  
actions that are based on available inputs to create and maintain education and training programs. Four types  
of activities for education and training are presented here:


Activity 1: Identify training needs


Activity 2:  Develop and test programs and materials


Activity 3:  Conduct training programs


Activity 4:  Revise approach, program or materials as needed


Activity 1: Identify training needs 


Grantees typically conduct training programs as a service to their communities. As such, the training programs 
are designed to meet the specific needs of a target audience. Grantees may want to identify the target audience 
or audiences for the training programs and then work with representatives from the target audience to identify 
and prioritize training needs. This can include both current and anticipated training needs. Gatherings such as the 
NIEHS Worker Education and Training Program (WETP) annual meeting can help establish training priorities and 
goals, and they can increase information sharing between partners and community members. Grantees can also 
conduct a formal training needs assessment by surveying partners.
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Education and Training: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Identify training needs
• Description of intended target audience for the training


 – Language, literacy and education levels


 – Cultural sensitivities


 – Barriers that might keep trainees from adhering to training messages


 – Special needs


 – Relevant background that might influence beliefs and values derived from  
 preliminary interactions


• Description of training needs identified


• Description of methods used to identify training needs


• Number of participants who helped to establish education and training priorities


• Description of contributions made by each partner


• Description of goals and objectives of the training program


Metrics in Action 5.1: The Society for Occupational and Environmental Health (SOEH)* is 
a science-based forum for leaders in academia, management, organized labor and government. 
SOEH’s mission is to establish evidence-based positions on public policy issues related to improving 
occupational and environmental health. In order to accomplish this, SOEH first worked with partners 
to establish education and training partnerships and priorities. Partners included: NIEHS, the  
Association of Occupational and Environmental Clinics (AOEC), the Urban Public Health Program 
of Hunter College of the City University of New York, the New York City Department of Health and 
Mental Hygiene and the School of Public Health of the University of Medicine and Dentistry of  
New Jersey. These partners identified mold-related health concerns as a major training need.


In response, the society staff convened a series of national workshops addressing mold in 2004.  
The workshops were designed to: 1) develop a consensus document on the state of knowledge 
pertaining to health effects of mold exposure on workers, 2) discuss approaches and training  
techniques for protecting workers and communities, and 3) develop strategies to disseminate the 
results of the workshops to diverse audiences. More than 60 experts from governmental agencies, 
industrial hygiene firms, abatement contractors, labor unions, universities and trade associations  
attended the workshops. At the end of the workshops, the group had developed important  
guidelines for use by training organizations to protect and train workers engaged in  
maintenance and remediation work with mold.


Metrics for identifying training needs:


•  Description of training needs identified: Mold-related health concerns for those working with 
mold remediation.


•  Description of goals and objectives of the training program: Develop a consensus document on 
the state of knowledge pertaining to health effects of mold exposure on workers; discuss approaches 
and training techniques for protecting workers and communities; develop strategies to disseminate 
the results of the workshops to diverse audiences.


*The SOEH website is no longer accessible.
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Activity 2: Develop and test programs and materials


Another important task is to work with partners to identify key goals and objectives of the training program, and 
to develop education and training strategies and materials. Grantees can keep in mind the level of engagement, 
literacy and education of the target audience while developing programs and materials. Adult audiences typically 
learn more when trainers use a variety of lecture, interactive, hands on and experiential activities in training  
programs. Finally, target audiences can test the programs and materials, and grantees can revise and adapt  
them as needed to ensure that the content, reading level and language are appropriate to the target audience.


Education and Training: Activities


Grantees may want to incorporate principles of adult learning and literacy into their education 
and training programs. Guidance documents that provide helpful information about adult  
learning and literacy principles include:


Final Version of the Minimum Health and Safety Training Criteria: Guidance for Hazardous 
Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) Supporting and All-Hazards Disaster 
Prevention, Preparedness, and Response 
http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?ID=142


Adult Learning Guide 
http://wcwpds.wisc.edu/mandatedreporter/adult_learning.pdf


The Right To Understand: Linking Literacy to Health and Safety Training 
http://www.lohp.org/publications/lit_safety.html


Many other training materials are available on the WETP website: 
http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=25


A quick search of the internet will also provide other sources.



http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?ID=142

http://wcwpds.wisc.edu/mandatedreporter/adult_learning.pdf

http://www.lohp.org/publications/lit_safety.html

http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=25
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Activities that grantees might conduct while developing and testing training programs and materials include:


• Gather data on the target audience (language, literacy and education levels, and other relevant background) 
that might influence beliefs and values


• Involve the target audience in the development process


• Determine levels of comprehension


• Identify preferred training methods of target audiences


 – Determine the primary sources audiences use to obtain information (e.g., peers, television, church or radio)


 – Interact with schools and community organizations to determine learning styles and levels of literacy


 – Survey belief and value systems


• Develop (or adapt) curricula


• Develop (or adapt) materials


• Involve audience in development


• Identify and train trainers


• Test and refine materials with target audiences


• Revise program or materials as needed


Education and Training: Activities


For more activities see also the NIEHS Worker Education  
and Training Program Online Curricula Catalogue:  
http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=603


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Develop and test programs and materials
•  Number of training programs developed


•  Number of training materials developed


•  Description of goals and objectives of training programs


•  Description of training program activities


•  Description of outreach activities to involve and educate the community in the research process


•  Number and description of testing activities


•  Description of results of testing activities


•  Description of changes made to program as a result of testing


•  Number of trainers identified and trained


•  Description of format of training programs (e.g., web-based training classes, certified peer  
recognition programs, annual workshops at conferences, resource manuals, training websites,  
validation tools or guides for conducting research)


•  Description of team-building and facilitation skills learned by partners to facilitate implementation  
of education and training programs


•  Description of tools, techniques and strategies used to determine the accessibility of education  
and training materials (e.g., classroom, online, workshops or handouts in public forums


•  If conducting a WETP program, description of adherence to Final Version of the Minimum  
Health and Safety Training Criteria: Guidance for Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency  
Response (HAZWOPER) Supporting and All-Hazards Disaster Prevention, Preparedness,  
and Response Training (http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?ID=142) 
or the Clearinghouse website (http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/)



http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=603

http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?ID=142

http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/
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Education and Training: Activities


Metrics in Action 5.2: In 2005, the American Federation 
of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) 
provided hazardous materials training to several hundred 
school custodial workers in Tucson, Arizona. The goal of the 
training was to teach the janitorial staff the knowledge and 
skills necessary to address any hazardous waste accidents 
within the school setting. Because the school custodial staff 
in Tucson is primarily Hispanic, AFSCME developed bilingual 
educational and training materials and curricula. It also  


offered the custodial workers the option of taking the class with a Spanish-speaking instructor  
or an English-speaking instructor who also spoke Spanish. AFSCME worked with members of  
the target population to develop and test the training materials. The testers provided valuable  
feedback about the language, and AFSCME changed several examples in the training materials  
to reflect the specific conditions the custodial workers might experience in the schools.


Metrics for developing and testing programs and materials:


•  Description of goals and objectives of training programs: The goal of the training was to teach the 
janitorial staff the knowledge and skills necessary to address any hazardous waste accidents within 
the school setting.


•  Description of changes made to program as a result of testing: AFSCME changed several examples 
in the training materials to reflect the specific conditions the custodial workers might experience in 
the schools.


For more information about AFSCME, visit: http://www.afscme.org.



http://www.afscme.org
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Activity 3: Conduct training programs


Conducting a training involves a variety of preparatory and implementation activities. Some key activities  
grantees will likely accomplish prior to the training include:


•  Arranging for facilities that are convenient for members of the target audience


•  Scheduling dates and time that work for members of the target audience


•  Publicizing the trainings in places the target audience will see or hear


•  Producing or obtaining training materials (copies, booklets, binders, markers, etc.) 


In conducting training programs, grantees may want to consider how to incorporate the following aspects  
of a successful training:


•  Location: Grantees can foster goodwill and trust among partners, as well as improve attendance 
at the training, by conducting the training in a location convenient for the target audience.


•  Timing: Trainings offered at times the target audience can attend may increase participation. Some 
audiences may need trainings during work hours, while others may prefer to have trainings in the evenings.


•  Advance notice of training dates and topics: Provide adequate notice about training opportunities 
so that participants can make time for the training in their schedules.


•  Setting: Conduct the training in a room that enhances the experience. A windowless conference room is 
often less preferable than a room with windows and some architectural interest. Room set-up options include 
chairs with no tables, rows of tables facing all one direction, round tables, U-shaped table, etc. Each of these 
set-up options sends a different message to the audience about the level of participation that is expected.


•  Teaching style: Adapt the teaching style to the training to fit the audience and topic. Incorporate 
opportunities for lecture, hands-on training, small group discussions, risk mapping, peer trainers and  
role play, as well as time for discussions among the participants. Many audiences appreciate being treated  
as experts and given time to present their views on the topic.


Education and Training: Activities
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Education and Training: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Conduct training programs


•  Dates and locations of education or training sessions


•  Number of participants at education or training sessions


•  Number of contact hours with trainees


•  Number and types of partners who participate in implementing the education  
and training curricula


•  Assessment of whether characteristics of the actual trainees matched the intended target  
audience (e.g., were those who attended or were trained part of the intended audience?)


•  Results of surveys of participants about their satisfaction with training in regards to:


  – Location


  – Physical characteristics of meeting space (room set-up, food, etc.)


  – Sufficient advance notification of the meeting


  – Time and length of the educational or training sessions


  – Clarity of educational and training materials


  – Level of participation in the meetings


  – Clarity of information in the materials and the materials and the presentations


  – Responsiveness of the trainers to questions
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Education and Training: Activities


Metrics in Action 5.3: The NIEHS Minority Worker Training Program (MWTP) has successfully 
trained underserved, unemployed and unskilled workers to protect themselves and their peers from 
environmental and occupational exposures. This environmental career-oriented program includes 
training in exposure safety, life skills relevant to worker needs and occupational skills. The main goal 
of the program is to increase the number of underrepresented minorities in the construction and 
environmental remediation industries. The different programs provide:


•  Job training, including literacy, life skills, environmental preparation and other related courses 
and construction-skills training


•  Environmental worker training, including hazardous waste, asbestos and lead  
abatement training


•  Safety and health training


In particular, the Brownfields and MWT programs have achieved great success in the area of  
environmental justice by moving underserved and underrepresented workers into long-term  
employment in the environmental restoration and hazardous material fields, as well as most  
recently in the area of green jobs such as energy retrofitting and solar panel installation. As of 2011, 
the program has successfully trained over 8,400 students and employed approximately 70% of 
those students in jobs directly related to their training, with ongoing career opportunities offered 
through local apprenticeship and community college programs.


Metrics for conducting training programs:


•  Number of participants at education or training sessions: 8,400 minority workers have participated 
in Brownfields and MWT programs.


•  Results of surveys of participants about their satisfaction with training: XX of students reported 
being very satisfied or extremely satisfied with the training.


For more information about NIEHS MWTP, visit:  
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/careers/hazmat/programs/mwt/index.cfm.



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/careers/hazmat/programs/mwt/index.cfm

http://www.afscme.org
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Education and Training: Activities


Metrics in Action 5.4: NIEHS Worker Education and Training Program (WETP) grantees, such as 
the Western Region Universities Consortium (WRUC), must file an annual progress report that 
includes training attendance numbers, descriptions of curricula and strategies, and assessments  
of the effectiveness of all trainings conducted. For example, during the grant period from August, 
2008 to April, 2009, the WRUC trained 1,889 multicultural workers in 124 courses, for a total of  
21,184 contact hours. The courses covered a wide range of topics including hazardous waste sites, 
emergency response, hazardous materials transportation and hazard communication courses, as 
well as other occupation-specific topics. WRUC offered courses throughout EPA Regions IX and X, 
as well as in the Pacific Islands, on Native American reservations and for maquiladora workers in 
Nogales, Sonora, Mexico.


Potential metrics for attendance and participation at educational and training events:


•  Number of participants at education or training sessions: From August 2008 to April 2009, 
the WRUC trained 1,889 multicultural workers in 124 courses.


•  Number of contact hours with trainees: WRUC provided 21,184 contact hours with trainees.


For more information about the WRUC, visit:  
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/careers/hazmat/programs/awardees/wruc.



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/careers/hazmat/programs/awardees/wruc

http://www.afscme.org
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Activity 4: Revise approach, program or materials as needed


Revising training approaches, programs or materials often involves input from participants. Grantees can assess 
participants’ improvements in knowledge, skills and behaviors, as well as their satisfaction with the training.  
Examples of strategies grantees can use to collect this information from training participants include:


• Asking participants to fill out evaluation forms immediately after an education or training experience


• Evaluating the performance of trainers or educators to improve future trainings


• Meeting with trainees and students after some time has passed to get feedback


Revisions to training programs may include any aspect, including the setting, materials, examples, format,  
hands-on components, location, room set-up, instructors, etc.


Education and Training: Activities


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Revise approach, program  
or materials as needed


•  Number and description of methods used to assess participants’ satisfaction with training


•  Number and description of revisions or adaptations made to training programs as a result  
of participant feedback


•  Description of strategies used to communicate changes to program as a result of assessments 
(e.g., handouts or a website)


•  Retention and attendance numbers and trends to assess whether revisions are making a difference


The Worker Education and Training Program has more than 20 years of experience evaluating  
training and education programs. It has developed many materials that provide more information 
about evaluation methods. These materials are available on the WETP website at:  
http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=92.



http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=92
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Education and Training: Activities


Metrics in Action 5.5: The Hazardous Materials Training and Research Institute (HMTRI) 
developed the Community and College Consortium for Health and Safety Training (CCCHST), 
which provides training components for both the EPA Hazardous Waste Worker Training  
Program and the DOE Worker Training Program. The curriculum uses a train-the-trainer  
model to conduct worker education training.


As the program evolved, workers’ needs changed as they became interested in learning about  
other topic areas. Participants used the end-of-class surveys to provide more information 
about additional training topics. HMTRI used this feedback to develop new courses and  
materials. New training modules include: CPR/AED and first aid training, forklift training,  
quality assurance and inspector safety awareness, building inspector training, hazard  
awareness, chainsaw safety, wet debris removal, asbestos awareness and respirator  
awareness courses. HMTRI changed the structure of the course so that participants take  
the general course as well as two elective components to ensure that trainees get the basic 
information together with specialized information that meets their individualized needs.


Metrics for revising approach, program or materials as needed:


•  Number and description of methods used to assess participants’ satisfaction with training:  
Participants complete a training evaluation after each training component that assesses 
satisfaction with the trainer, the material and the location and asks for feedback on additional 
training needs.


•  Number and description of revisions or adaptations made to training programs as a result 
of participant feedback: Nine new training modules were created to address trainees’ requests 
for additional topic areas.


For more information about HMTRI, visit: http://www.hmtri.com.



http://www.hmtri.com

http://www.afscme.org
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Outputs
Outputs are the results of the efforts of the PEPH grantees to provide training and education opportunities.  
In this section, we discuss three key outputs of PEPH programs:


Output 1:  Training curricula or programs


Output 2:  Training materials


Output 3:  Trained individuals


Output 1: Training curricula or programs


A common output of education and training programs is a formal curriculum. A curriculum typically includes:


• Defined goals and objectives


• Specific topic areas for discussion


• Prescribed session formats, schedule and number of contact hours


• Training for teachers


• Evaluation opportunities


The formal curriculum may take the form of a series of power points, a binder with training materials 34 or other 
formal documentation of the content of the training program. Grantees can reproduce or share these products 
with others as needed.


 34  In this Manual, we distinguish specific training materials (handouts, worksheets, instructional videos, binders) from formal curricula, which typically 
involve a prescriptive set of expectations for educational achievement. Training materials are a central component of training curricula.


Education and Training: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 1: Training curricula or programs


•  Description of formal curriculum or training program


•  Number of curriculum or training programs developed


•  Number and types of curricula distributed, including syllabi, manuals, handouts, presentations, 
websites
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Education and Training: Outputs


Metrics in Action 5.6: The Baylor College of Medicine partnered with the Harris County 
Department of Education to develop the Environment as a Context for Opportunities in Schools 
(ECOS) curricula. ECOS is a school-based program used in more than ten elementary schools in  
the Houston Independent School District. ECOS aims to develop and evaluate a scalable model for 
integrating science content across the elementary school curriculum using environmental themes 
that are relevant to students. Specific program objectives are:


(1)  To collaboratively design, implement and evaluate an instructional program in elementary   
 schools that integrates science, health, reading, language arts and mathematics


(2) To improve teacher practice through summer and school-year professional development  
 over multiple years


(3)  To support school-wide reform of teaching and learning 


ECOS provides more than 60 teachers annually with intensive year-round professional  
development designed to support their efforts to integrate reading, language arts and  
mathematics with environmental health science themes. Teachers receive materials for their  
classrooms and stipends for training and evaluation data collection. Materials include activity 
guides, teacher guides, storybooks to read with students and a mini magazine that provides  
additional ideas to connect class activities to other areas. ECOS serves as the primary hands-on  
element of the science curriculum and has posted free lessons available for download in order  
to share the material with others.


Metrics for revising approach, program or materials as needed:


•  Description of formal curriculum or training program: The Baylor College of Medicine and the 
Harris County Department of Education developed the ECOS curriculum to provide teachers with  
the knowledge and skills they need to incorporate environmental health lessons into standard  
science curricula.


•  Number and types of curricula distributed, including syllabi, manuals, handouts, presentations 
and websites:  All curricula are available as in-person trainings, as well as through free downloads 
from the ECOS website.


For more information about ECOS, visit: http://www.ccitonline.org/ceo/content.cfm?menu_id=100.



http://www.ccitonline.org/ceo/content.cfm?menu_id=100

http://www.afscme.org
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Output 2: Training materials


Grantees may also develop materials to use in conjunction with an education or training program. Training  
materials can help emphasize a specific point within a training, and they can provide participants with items  
they can consult at a later date. These materials may include handouts, summary sheets, training guides,  
quick-reference cards and web-based electronic materials. Training materials may also include promotional  
items such as magnets, pens and bags.


Booklets, such as “Protecting Yourself While Helping Others,” 35 developed by the NIEHS Hurricane Response Worker 
Education and Training Program, provide a point of reference containing relevant information and can be widely 
disseminated. Over 50,000 copies of the booklet were distributed, in three languages, along the gulf coast after 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. Training materials can help partners engage and translate valuable scientific  
information for the target audience in an entertaining and interactive way. Such materials can be an effective  
tool to reach many individuals, and all can be measured as outputs.


The use of “new media” approaches (e.g., blogs, podcasts and cell phone applications) can also be an  
effective way to reinforce or refresh participants, and they too can be measured (see Chapter 4: Products  
and Dissemination). New media can be highly effective in disseminating materials, but it is important to  
remember the characteristics of the target audience in PEPH programs. Not all audiences have telephones,  
cell phones or access to computers or the internet.


 35  Hazardous Materials Training and Research Institute (HMTRI). 2005. Protecting Yourself While Helping Others. 
Available: http://www.elcosh.org/record/document/927/d000883.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Education and Training: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 2: Training materials


• Number and description of training materials developed


• Number of training materials distributed


• Description of strategies used to distribute training materials



http://www.elcosh.org/record/document/927/d000883.pdf
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Education and Training: Outputs


Metrics in Action 5.7: The Community Outreach and Education Core (COEC) at Wayne 
State University created the Healthy Homes = Healthy Kids Train-the-Trainer Program in  
collaboration with the Detroit Head Start program and the EPA. The program provides  
parents and other caregivers with the information and training they need to create a  
hazard-free indoor environment for children. Parents and caregivers participate in workshops 
where they learn about house-based health and safety risks through hands-on training. The 
program also provides a variety of fact sheets and posters in English, Spanish and Arabic that 
describe common indoor environmental hazards and prevention strategies for participants  
to take home and consult. Training participants can use the materials to learn more about 
exposure, as well as pass on this information to other parents and caregivers.


Before and after the workshop, researchers measure knowledge gained by participants.  
Researchers also conduct follow-up surveys to gauge the effectiveness of the program  
and to assess participants’ use of the skills in their daily lives.


Metrics for training materials:


•  Number and description of training materials developed:  Fact sheets and posters in 
English, Spanish and Arabic that describe common indoor environmental hazards and  
prevention strategies.


•  Description of strategies used to distribute training materials: Materials are distributed 
during parent and caregiver training workshops.


For more information about the Wayne State University COEC, visit:  
http://www.cec.wayne.edu/communityoutreach.php.



http://www.cec.wayne.edu/communityoutreach.php

http://www.afscme.org
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Output 3: Trained individuals


PEPH education and training programs increase the number of people with the knowledge and skills to  
address environmental public health issues. This knowledge includes understanding the issue itself, as well  
as the potential challenges and solutions associated with the issue. In addition to receiving training to address 
environmental public health issues, these individuals also have the potential to become trainers themselves.


Evidence that participants fully understand information from education and training programs is an important, 
if elusive, component of PEPH work. For example, one approach for measuring full comprehension of material 
requires the following of the participants: 36


• Tuning in (exposure to the material, listening)


• Maintaining interest in the subject of the training (students/trainees who stay until the end of activities)


• Comprehending the content


• Generating related knowledge and ideas about environmental health


• Acquiring relevant skills


• Agreeing with the communication’s position, which might require an attitude change


• Storing this new position or attitude in memory


 36  Backer TE, Rogers E, Sopory P. 1992. Health Communication, Designing Health Communication Campaigns: What Works? 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.


Education and Training: Outputs


Example Metrics for Output 3: Trained individuals


•  Number of participants who attend training events


•  Assessments of participant knowledge gained using surveys, quizzes, tests or other forms of feedback


•  Awareness and identification of environmental public health issues as a result of training


•  Description of behavior changes as a result of training


•  Number of participants who become trainers
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Education and Training: Outputs


Metrics in Action 5.8: The Laborers International Union of North America (LIUNA) Training 
provides instructional development training to affiliate training instructors engaged in training  
construction craft laborers to work on hazardous waste clean-up. This three-part training provides 
new instructors with the skills and tools needed to begin the transition into their new profession. 
The first portion consists of 40 hours of training that focuses on principles of adult learning,  
instructional strategies, activity-based learning, elements of trade teaching, use of the LIUNA  
Training curriculum and management of the learning environment. Training is highly interactive 
with instructors presenting material in front of the classroom a minimum of once per day. The final 
presentation is videotaped for review and peer feedback.


After the initial 40-hour course, the instructors participate in 16 hours of online learning.  
The topics in the online learning modules reinforce the classroom learning, familiarize  
instructors with technologies that can be used in the classroom and develop a network among  
the instructors that serves as a source of support, information sharing and communication.


Finally, the new instructors attend a 16-hour refresher course that takes place approximately  
6 weeks after their initial 40-hour training. The refresher provides an opportunity for the  
instructors to reflect on and share their experiences in putting theory into practice. Instructors  
also participate in a viewing of their final presentation from the 40-hour training and a structured 
feedback session. Individual consultations with the training facilitator provide an opportunity for  
the instructors to examine their progress from the initial training and chart a course for further  
development at their training fund.


Metrics for trained individuals:


•  Number of participants who attend training events: 19 trainees participated in the 
full training program in 2010.


•  Assessments of participant knowledge gained using surveys, quizzes, tests or other forms  
of feedback: Through the use of quizzes, written assessments, performance assessments, group 
discussions and facilitator feedback, trainers are able to evaluate participants’ incorporation of  
the knowledge and skills into their own training techniques.


For more information about LIUNA, visit: http://www.liunatraining.org.



http://www.liunatraining.org

http://www.afscme.org
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Impacts
Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs. The education and training logic model 
example in this Manual identifies three examples of impacts:


Impact 1:  Knowledge of issue


Impact 2:  Secondary information transfer


Impact 3:  Safer workplace


Impacts are more difficult to measure than activities and outputs  
in part because it often takes several years for substantive changes 
to occur. When thinking about the impacts a project might be able to 
achieve and how to measure those impacts, it can be helpful to think 
in terms of short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term impacts are 
typically those changes that would be expected to see in the first few 
years of a project. Long-term impacts might not be seen for 5 or more 
years. It is helpful for grantees to identify intended impacts so that they  
can identify measures that will help document their progress in achieving impacts.


Grantees also may be hesitant to claim credit for impacts because other organizations or other contextual factors 
may have contributed to the changes. While grantees may not be able to claim sole credit for these impacts, it is 
important to be able to track these broader changes and to document the contributions made by the project to 
achieving these impacts.


Although there are challenges associated with measuring impacts, tracking progress towards these goals helps 
grantees stay on track, demonstrate success and identify areas for improvement. Most importantly, the ultimate 
goal of education and training is to produce outcomes and impacts that lead to improvements in health through 
a reduction in environmental health hazards.37


 37  See also, Silka L. 2000. Evaluation as a strategy for documenting the strengths of community-based participatory research in: Successful Models 
of Community-Based Participatory Research, 29-31 March 2000: Final Report, Washington, DC. 49-54. (O’Fallon LR, Tyson FL, Dearry A, eds).  
Available: http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Education and Training: Impacts


For additional information 
on long-term impacts, see  
Chapter 7: Principles  
of Evaluation.



http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf
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Impact 1: Knowledge of issue


Increased knowledge of environmental public health issues can be manifested in several ways. It might mean 
improved scientific literacy within the community, increased knowledge of environmental health risk and  
prevention strategies, or increased knowledge of public health or worker safety messages. Increased knowledge 
of a specific environmental public health issue can also lead to increased awareness of program research and 
increased participation of targeted populations and young students in science and environmental health.


With increased knowledge, partners, participants, communities and decision-makers can better identify and  
contemplate environmental health concerns related to the community. They are also better able to understand 
the relevance of scientific findings and create engaged communities within target audiences around issues  
relevant to them.


Strategies for measuring knowledge include:


•  Using quizzes and surveys in formal and informal settings


•  Tracking changes in behavior using observations, self-reports or outcome data, such as number of worker 
injuries or student engagement in activities


•  Tracking changes in content of classroom projects: presentations, journals, etc.


Education and Training: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Knowledge of issue


•  Results from surveys, tests, quizzes, participant testimonials or letters of support from  
program participants


•  Assessments of retention of information (answers to questions remain stable over time)


•  Changes in policy and structure that support behavior change, as well as changes in  
subsequent behavior
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Education and Training: Impacts


Metrics in Action 5.9: The Fox Chase Cancer Center and Mount Sinai School of Medicine work 
together on the Breast Cancer and the Environment Research Center’s (BCERC) Community 
Outreach and Translation Core (COTC), which is funded to ensure that the views and concerns 
of the breast cancer advocacy community are heard and that research findings are disseminated  
to the public. Goals of the COTC include:


•  Engaging children and their parents in the activities of the COTC for the duration of the 5-year 
study. Participants only need to see study staff once per year, so the COTC aims to bridge the 
distance between study visits and maintain interest in the study by offering participants unique 
opportunities for fun and education.


•  Actively involving research participants in the research process. In one project, COTC attempted 
to increase the value of knowledge by distributing “Young Scientists’ Club” membership binders. 
The children can use the binders to store their fact sheets and newsletters. They can also track 
their study progress using special Growing Up Healthy stickers, mailed to them upon completion 
of each study component.


The Mount Sinai COTC also offered science and health education workshops and a targeted  
newsletter to African-American and Latina girls. The workshops and newsletter spurred interest in 
the science behind environmental health risks. After participating in the program, minority youth  
in East Harlem became more involved in the research and in community engagement efforts  
surrounding environmental health issues. They took the knowledge they had gained by  
participating in the Growing Up Healthy activities and applied that knowledge and skills  
to other areas.


Metrics for knowledge of issue:


•  Results from surveys, tests, quizzes, participant testimonials or letters of support from program 
participants: XXX young girls completed follow-up surveys 6 months after the Growing Up Healthy 
program and of these, XX% were still able to recall key facts from the program.


•  Changes in policy and structure that support behavior change, as well as changes in subsequent 
behavior: Participants in the Growing Up Healthy program continued to participate in and 
contribute to other research projects.


For more information about the Fox Chase/Mount Sinai BCERC, visit: http://www.bcerc.org/fccc.htm.



http://www.bcerc.org/fccc.htm

http://www.afscme.org
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Impact 2: Secondary information transfer


Secondary information transfer is when a participant applies the knowledge or skills gained through training 
in another setting. Secondary information transfer can occur through word of mouth as trainees/students relay 
the messages they learned directly to others or when training participants direct others to education/training 
websites or other resources. Secondary information transfer in schools, workplaces or social settings extends the 
impact of PEPH activities by broadening the audience that hears the environmental public health messages. This 
transfer of information can be an effective vehicle for disseminating information about environmental public 
health issues.


Strategies for measuring secondary information transfer include:


• Conducting surveys to assess trainees’ use of the knowledge and skills obtained during training


•  Recording comments from trainers and educators


•  Recording anecdotes from participants or “third parties” who are recipients of secondary information


•  Talking to training participants (formally or informally) to see how they plan to use the information they  
have learned


•  Observing and recording participants sharing information with others


Education and Training: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Secondary information transfer


•  Description of ways messages are relayed to others (e.g., trainees give the message to others  
or community organizations adopt the message as their own to include in project literature)


•  Description of secondary transfer from participant evaluations of education and training or other 
methods of follow-up with students and trainees


•  Description of the adoption of curricula in non-PEPH activities


•  Number and description of endorsements of education/training principles by  
third-party organizations


•  Number of times messages, documents, media tools and/or curricula are referenced  
by third parties
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Impact 3: Safer workplace


The goal of all NIEHS worker training programs is a safer work environment. As mentioned earlier in the chapter, 
workplace training programs provide training for all levels of employees. Managers and other organizational 
leaders can facilitate safer workplaces by adopting policies that promote safe workplaces, by obtaining tools  
and other infrastructure that help create safe workplaces, by practicing safe workplace procedures themselves 
and by supporting safer workplaces in general. Managers and other leaders are generally at the top of a hierarchy  
of controls that must be in place in order to support behavior change among employees. By incorporating key 
safety messages into their daily lives, workers make decisions that affect their safety and the safety of others.  
Because the WETP has done so much work to identify metrics for worker education and training programs, we 
have included a safer workplace as an impact. Grantees are encouraged to identify and develop metrics that 
relate to their specific target audiences.


Strategies for assessing safer workplace behaviors include:


•  Documenting changes to processes, products and policies that facilitate safe work environments


•  Tracking training participants after worker safety training and asking them about their work environment 
and work behaviors


•  Collecting stories and testimonials from workers and supervisors


•  Observing employee behavior


•  Creating an employee safety committee


Education and Training: Impacts


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Safer workplace


•  Results from post-training interviews or surveys


•  Results from reports of number of illnesses and injuries sustained in a workplace that resulted in 
lost work days


•  Number of stop-work orders issued in a workplace


•  Number and descriptions of reports of unsafe working conditions by workers


•  Records of workspace monitoring


•  Description of worker training that includes information such as access to material safety data 
sheets for hazardous materials in the workplace


• Description of requests for personal protective equipment and counts of equipment provided
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Education and Training: Impacts


Metrics in Action 5.10: The Center for Construction Research and Training (CPWR) 
conducts a 16-hour Permit-Required Confined Space Entry course across the country in an  
effort to develop a national corps of confined space instructors. It ensures widespread availability  
of courses by establishing trainers in multiple locations, trades and sectors, including trade unions.


Metric for safer workplace:


•  Number and descriptions of reports of unsafe working conditions by workers: A trainer reported 
the following anecdote from a participant in the training: 


 “As a welding apprentice I take work assignments from my foreman. The foreman assigned me the 
task of welding inside a steel vessel. Although a technician monitored for oxygen at the ground-level 
opening of the vessel, he didn’t take oxygen samples at any other heights inside the vessel. Based on 
my experience in the training program, I knew that I couldn’t work in the vessel until samples had 
been taken at multiple heights, so I refused the assignment until further samples at other levels could 
be obtained. After explaining the issue to the foreman, the foreman instructed the technician to take 
additional measures. The technician discovered oxygen levels were only 16% inside the vessel and 
since welding and grinding would have also used oxygen, I was able to stay safe in the workplace  
by waiting to continue with the assignment until the oxygen levels had improved.”


For more information about the CPWR, visit: http://www.cpwr.com.


Metrics in Action 5.11: The SEIU Education and Support Fund provides a Hazardous Waste 
Worker Training Program that is designed to prevent acute and chronic injury and illness among 
workers who are exposed to hazardous materials in emergency situations. The training is provided 
mostly to members of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), including hospital workers 
and public-sector bluecollar road maintenance workers.


Metric for safer workplace:


•  Reports of unsafe working conditions by workers and actions taken:  The program reported 
the following anecdote as an example of how participants in the training had applied the  
knowledge and skills learned in the program to their jobs: 


 “In 2005, staff at a medical center in Northern California spilled idamycin, a chemotherapy drug.  
Initially, the department called housekeeping. However, personnel that had completed the SEIU  
Education and Support Fund’s Hazardous Waste Worker Training Program recognized that it was  
a hazardous substance and should be treated with care. The trained personnel closed off the area 
and called for experts to assess the situation.”


For more information abou tthe SEIU Education and Support Fund, visit: 
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/careers/hazmat/programs/awardees/seiu/index.cfm.



http://www.cpwr.com

http://www.afscme.org

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/careers/hazmat/programs/awardees/seiu/index.cfm
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Education and Training:Summary of Metrics


Summary of Education and Training Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Identify training needs


• Description of intended target audience  
for the training


  – Language, literacy and education levels


  – Cultural sensitivities


  – Barriers that might keep trainees from  
  adhering to training messages


  – Special needs


  – Relevant background that might influence  
  beliefs and values derived from preliminary  
  interactions


• Description of training needs identified


• Description of methods used to identify  
training needs


• Number of participants who helped to establish 
education and training priorities


• Description of contributions made by each partner


• Description of goals and objectives of the  
training program


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Develop and test programs and materials


•  Number of training programs developed


•  Number of training materials developed


•  Description of goals and objectives  
of training programs


•  Description of training program activities


•  Description of outreach activities to involve and 
educate the community in the research process


•  Number and description of testing activities


•  Description of results of testing activities


•  Description of changes made to program  
as a result of testing


•  Number of trainers identified and trained


•  Description of format of training programs  
(e.g., web-based training classes, certified peer  
recognition programs, annual workshops at  
conferences, resource manuals, training websites, 
validation tools or guides for conducting research)


•  Description of team-building and facilitation skills 
learned by partners to facilitate implementation  
of education and training programs


•  Descriptions of tools, techniques and strategies 
used to determine the accessibility of education 
and training materials (e.g., classroom, online, 
workshops or handouts in public forums


•  If conducting a WETP program, description  
of adherence to Final Version of the Minimum 
Health and Safety Training Criteria: Guidance for 
Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency  
Response (HAZWOPER) Supporting and  
All-Hazards Disaster Prevention, Preparedness, 
and Education and Training: Summary of Metrics 
Examples Page 187 Response Training  
(http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?ID=142) 
or the Clearinghouse website  
(http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/)



http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?ID=142

http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/
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Education and Training:Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Conduct training programs


•  Dates and locations of education or  
training sessions


•  Number of participants at education  
or training sessions


•  Number of contact hours with trainees


•  Number and types of partners who participate  
in implementing the education and  
training curricula


•  Assessment of whether characteristics of the  
actual trainees matched the intended target  
audience (e.g., were those who attended or  
were trained part of the intended audience?)


•  Results of surveys of participants about their  
satisfaction with training in regards to:


  – Location


  – Physical characteristics of meeting space  
  (room set-up, food, etc.)


  – Sufficient advance notification of the meeting


  – Time and length of the educational  
  or training sessions 


  – Clarity of educational and training materials


  – Level of participation in the meetings


  – Clarity of information in the materials  
  and the presentations


  – Responsiveness of the trainers to questions


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Revise approach, program or materials as needed


•  Number and description of methods used to  
assess participants’ satisfaction with training


•  Number and description of revisions or  
adaptations made to training programs  
as a result of participant feedback


•  Description of strategies used to communicate 
changes to program as a result of assessments 
(e.g., handouts or a website)


•  Retention and attendance numbers and trends  
to indicate revisions are making a difference


Example Metrics for Output 1: Training curricula or programs


•  Description of formal curriculum  
or training program


•  Number of curriculum or training  
programs developed


•  Number and types of curricula distributed,  
including syllabi, manuals, handouts,  
presentations, websites


Example Metrics for Output 2: Training materials


•  Number and description of training materials  
developed


•  Number of training materials distributed 


•  Description of strategies used to  
distribute training materials
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Education and Training:Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 3: Trained individuals


•  Numbers of participants who attend  
training events


•  Assessments of participant knowledge gained  
using surveys, quizzes, tests or other forms  
of feedback


•  Awareness and identification of environmental 
public health issues as a result of training


•  Description of behavior changes as a result  
of training


•  Number of participants who become trainers


Example Metrics for Impact 1: Knowledge of issue


•  Results from surveys, tests, quizzes, participant 
testimonials or letters of support from program 
participants


•  Assessments of retention of information  
(answers to questions remain stable over time)


•  Changes in policy and structure that support  
behavior change, as well as changes in  
subsequent behavior


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Secondary information transfer


•  Description of ways messages are relayed to  
others (e.g., trainees give the message to others  
or community organizations adopt the message 
as their own to include in project literature)


•  Description of secondary transfer from  
participant evaluations of education and  
training or other methods of follow-up with  
students and trainees


•  Description of the adoption of curricula  
in non-PEPH activities


•  Number and descriptions of endorsements  
of education/training principles by third-party 
organizations


•  Number of times messages, documents, media 
tools and/or curricula are referenced by  
third parties


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Safer workplace


•  Results from post-training interviews or surveys


•  Results from reports of number of illnesses and  
injuries sustained in a workplace that resulted  
in lost work days


•  Number of stop-work orders issued in a workplace


•  Number and description of reports of unsafe 
working conditions by workers


•  Records of workspace monitoring


•  Description of worker training that includes 
information such as access to material safety data 
sheets for hazardous materials in the workplace


•  Description of requests for personal protective 
equipment and counts of equipment provided
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Chapter 6: Capacity Building


Introduction
Capacity building38 can be integral to the promotion and sustainability of environmental health programs. 
It is the “process that improves the ability of a person, group, organization, or system to meet its objectives or  
to perform better.”39 NIEHS has defined capacity building as “any activity that improves an entity’s ability to 
achieve its mission”40 and the “engagement of existing and new stakeholders [as well as] training for a variety 
of audiences.”41 By building capacity, PEPH projects can prolong and multiply positive health effects and 
partner benefits, thus adding value to outcomes. Sustained capacity can make individuals and organizations 
more competent, not only by addressing issues of direct interest to a project, but also by providing access  
to more resources, knowledge and skills for addressing additional matters.42


Capacity building generally includes increasing organizational capacity, physical and communication  
infrastructure, and individuals’ knowledge and skills. Increased capacity can lead to initiation and maintenance  
of a reduction in or elimination of environmental heath exposures and risks. In this Manual, we organize our  
discussion of capacity building into three categories:


•  Organizational capacity: Some organizations start from scratch and need to begin with building basic 
organizational structures. Others have existing frameworks that some partners have to learn to navigate.  
Writing down policies and procedures can help establish and transfer institutional knowledge and can 
contribute to organizational stability. Obtaining and building organizational capacity can increase partners’ 
abilities to accomplish their goals. For example, developing operating norms and procedures that promote 
mutual respect, appreciation for differences and opportunities for universal participation can facilitate  
effective partnerships.43 In addition, nurturing human resources can lead to greater retention of staff 
and an increase in interest, motivation and creativity among partners.


•  Physical and communication infrastructure: Physical infrastructure is the basic equipment and building 
space needed for the operation of a PEPH project. Communication infrastructure is the underlying base for  
an organization’s data, voice and video systems.


•  Knowledge and skills: A range of strategies and practices are used in an organization to identify, create, 
represent, distribute and enable adoption of insights and experiences that can occur to individuals.  
Knowledge is often reflected in the understanding of organizational processes or practices as well as  
in subject matter expertise. Skills are defined as the proficiency, facility or dexterity that is acquired or  
developed through training or experience by individuals.


 38  For more information on capacity building, see Alliance for Nonprofit Management. 2010. About Capacity Building.  
Available: http://www.allianceonline.org/resources, then click Capacity Building [accessed 16 December 2011].


 39  Brown L, LaFond A, Macintyre K. 2001. Measuring Capacity Building: MEASURE Evaluation Project for USAID.  
Available: http://www.heart-intl.net/HEART/Financial/comp/MeasuringCapacityBuilg.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


 40  Environmental Health Perspectives, International Program. 2010. Capacity Building. 
Available: http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/international/capacity.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


 41  NIEHS. 2008. Partnerships for Environmental Public Health: RFI Executive Summary. 12. 
Available: http://www.niehs.nih.gov/funding/grants/announcements/peph/docs/rfi-exec-summary.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


 42  Hawe P, Noort M, King L, Jordens C. 1997.  Multiplying health gains: The critical role of capacity-building within health promotion programs. 
Health Policy 39(1): 29-42.


 43  Israel BA, Schulz AJ, Parker EA, Becker AB. 1998. Review of community-based research: Assessing partnership approaches to improve public health. 
Annu Rev Publ Health 19: 185.


Capacity Building: Introduction



http://www.allianceonline.org/resources

http://www.heart-intl.net/HEART/Financial/comp/MeasuringCapacityBuilg.pdf

http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/international/capacity.html

http://www.niehs.nih.gov/funding/grants/announcements/peph/docs/rfi-exec-summary.pdf
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Using This Chapter


This chapter develops approaches and metrics for evaluating capacity among PEPH grantees, which includes  
various types of organizational and individual partners. Many of the approaches partners might take to assess  
resources, knowledge and skills of partner groups and individuals might be the same (such as asking questions 
and discussing approaches). However, the actual capacity that these groups and individuals develop over the 
course of the project might differ. The next section in this chapter discusses how grantees can conduct capacity 
building at various levels:


• For the project as a whole


• For a particular group within a project (community organizations, researchers, health professionals  
and policy- and decision-makers)


• For individuals within one of these groups


The remainder of this chapter provides approaches and metrics for assessing capacity building activities, outputs 
and impacts in PEPH programs. Although approaches might be similar, the actual capacities addressed might 
vary across the various types of partners and might evolve over the course of a project. These approaches and 
metrics are generally drawn from PEPH examples and are intended to stimulate readers’ thoughts and ideas.  
They are not intended to be a prescriptive set of steps to be followed.


Levels of Capacity Building
PEPH programs typically focus on capacity building of community residents, researchers, health professionals  
and decision-makers so that these individuals and groups can work together on environmental public health 
projects. These individuals and groups have been identified as participants in various PEPH projects, and each  
has different needs, skills and resources. This section identifies specific capacities that PEPH partners can  
emphasize for the four different target groups.


Community Organizations
Local communities are one of the most common targets of PEPH capacity building efforts. Capacities sought by 
community organizations can include:


• Environmental health tools and skills


  – Knowledge of community health indicators and environmental exposures


  – Ability to assess community health


  – Ability to communicate health impacts, risks and data to citizens


  – Ability to perform intervention and prevention strategies


• Research process tools and skills


  – Knowledge of the research process


  – Grantsmanship (the ability to write grants, track and manage funds, etc.)44


  – Ability to contribute to research question development


  – Ability to participate in data collection, analysis and outreach


  – Systematic program evaluation


 44  For more information on writing grant proposals for capacity building, see Chandler S. 2008. Writing Proposals for Capacity Building. The Grantsmanship 
Center.  Available: http://www.tgci.com/magazine/Writing%20Proposals%20for%20Capacity%20Building.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Capacity Building: Introduction


Researchers


Historically, academic institutions rarely had structures to foster or reward researchers for partnering with  
communities, decision-makers, or health care professionals. Because this is an evolving area for academic  
researchers, they may benefit from building a capacity to conduct collaborative research. 


Capacity building for researchers might focus on training to work effectively with communities, regulators, 
legislators, public health officials, decision-makers and other partners.45 Researchers could need formal training 
or cultural immersion along with other forms of capacity building to work in integrated, interdisciplinary teams 
involving community members, social scientists, economists, urban planners, community organizations, health 
professionals, decision-makers and others. Capacity building for researchers could involve the following skills 
and knowledge areas:


•  Ability to provide training, mentoring and infrastructure for the individuals in their organization


•  Ability to conduct collaborative, equitable research projects that engage other partners in research, using, 
for example, the principles of community-based participatory research46


•  Ability to facilitate the dissemination of findings and knowledge gained


•  Knowledge of scientific translation practices


•  Ability to translate scientific information into regulations and policies for the benefit of community members


•  Knowledge of cultural sensitivity and norms


•  Ability to interact in a culturally appropriate way with other partners


Health Professionals
Health professionals, such as doctors, nurses, clinicians, state and local health officials as well as other public 
health professionals are significant partners in PEPH projects. Because they are on the front line within the  
community, it can be important for health professionals to have state of the art understanding of environmental  
health-related issues. Yet clinical and public health professionals often lack formal environmental health and 
exposure training.47


Because they often have the greatest interaction with the public, nurses in particular can play a crucial role in 
environmental health. Nurses serve in a variety of specialty settings ranging from public health to acute care 
and are often the first point of contact for the public when environmental health concerns arise. Community 
members see nurses as trusted sources of information, and yet, like doctors, nurses often have not received any 
environmental health instruction.48


 45  For more information on capacity building in research projects, see Breen CM, Jaganyi JJ, van Wilgen BW, van Wyk E. 2004. Research projects and capacity 
building. Water SA 30(4): 429-434. Available: http://ajol.info/index.php/wsa/article/viewFile/5094/12684 [accessed 16 December 2011].


 46  Israel BA, Schultz AJ, Parker EA, Becker AB. 1998. Review of community-based research: assessing partnership approaches to improve public health. 
Annu Rev of Publ Health 19: 173-202.


47  Mccurdy LE, Roberts J, Rogers B, Love R, Etzel R, Paulson J, Witherspoon N, Dearry A. 2004. Incorporating environmental health into pediatric medical 
and nursing education. Environ Health Perspect 112(17). Available: http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/docs/2004/7166/abstract.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


48  Pope AM, Snyder MA. 1995. Nursing, Health & the Environment: Strengthening the Relationship to Improve the Public’s Health. Institute of Medicine (U.S.), 
Committee on Enhancing Environmental Health Content in Nursing Practice.



http://ajol.info/index.php/wsa/article/viewFile/5094/12684

http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/docs/2004/7166/abstract.html
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Capacity Building: Introduction


Additionally, local and state health officials often play a critical role in public health monitoring and intervention 
in environmental exposure situations. These officials can provide helpful insight into the environmental health 
implications of policy and regulatory decisions.


Common ways to build the capacity of health professionals are to offer them continuing education units,49 
to involve them directly as partners at the commencement of a PEPH program, to provide literature for use  
in their offices and to develop talking points for them to pass on to patients.


Health professionals might benefit from capacity building in the following areas:


• Environmental health principles and approaches


• Exposure reduction approaches


• Risk assessment and communication


• Project assessment and evaluation


• Other professional development related to environmental, public and community health


Decision-makers
Many environmental public health prevention and exposure reduction strategies can call for developing new 
policies or regulations at the local and national level. Therefore, the capacity of decision-makers can be a top  
priority in PEPH programs. PEPH partners can create materials and resources targeted at decision-makers to  
assist them in better understanding the interaction between environmental exposures and human health. 


Decision-makers include:


•  Elected and non-elected officials and government employees at local, state, regional and federal levels


•  Regulators, such as staff at the Environmental Protection Agency, the Food and Drug Administration,  
the Consumer Product Safety Commission or their state counterparts


•  Local leaders, including school principals, school board presidents and tribal council members 


Decision-makers may benefit from skills and knowledge in the following areas:


•  Environmental health and environmental science literacy


•  Exposures and how they can occur


•  Costs saved through environmental disease prevention


•  Community-based concerns


•  Individual research projects and findings that might provide evidence and inspiration to policy change 


•  Networking skills to provide access to environmental public health experts whom decision-makers can call on 
for information (for example, regulators might need to know who the university subject matter experts are that 
they can consult if they have questions, as well as how to locate information on environmental public health)


 49 For example, the American College of Preventive Medicine offers an annual Board Review Course that covers all areas of preventive medicine, including 
Biostatistics, Epidemiology, Health Services Administration, Occupational Medicine fundamentals, Environmental Health, Injury Epidemiology and  
Prevention, Clinical Preventive Services, Chronic Disease and Infectious Disease, and Behavioral Medicine. For more information, visit  
http://www.acpm.org, then click Meeting and Events, then Board Review Course.



http://www.acpm.org
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Building the capacity of decision-makers is related to building the capacity among community organization 
members, researchers and health professionals to understand and inform policy issues.


These groups might need training to:


• Understand how the legislative process works, for example:


  – Where and when local elected officials meet


  – How topics are added to meeting agendas


  – What local official to contact


  – How decisions are made at the state level


  – How often, where and when state decision-making meetings take place


  – Which state lobbyists can affect environmental policies


• Understand the best method of communicating to and with decision-makers,  including not only 
environmental public health information research findings, but also the best way of communicating  
community concerns


• Understand how to encourage decision-makers to enact change


A Capacity Building Logic Model
This model identifies potential activities, outputs and impacts of successful capacity-building strategies.  
Grantees can use this chapter to brainstorm other activities, outputs and impacts that are applicable to their  
specific projects. This model contains three major components:


• Activities are actions that are based on available inputs to build capacity


• Outputs are the direct products of capacity-building activities


•  Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs (ultimate or long-term  
 impacts are also examined in Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation)


We developed the logic models in this Manual recognizing that grantees reflect a wide range of experience  
and capacity. Some grantees have been funded for more than 20 years, while others are just getting started.  
In general, the logic models show increasing levels of maturity from left to right and from top to bottom.  
Additionally, projects might not necessarily adhere to or exhibit all of the elements of the model.


Ideally, anyone working to build capacity will recognize themselves in one or more of the logic model  
components. The elements of the model are numbered in Figure 6.1 to provide reference for discussion  
in the text of this chapter.


Capacity Building: Introduction
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Figure 6.1 Capacity Building Logic Model Framework with Examples of Activities, Outputs and Impacts


Capacity Building: Introduction


 Activity 1  Activity 2  Activity 3  Activity 4 


Assess resources, Build   Obtain and build Build knowledge
  organizational physical and and skills
  capacity  communication
    infrastructure


   


 Output 1  Output 2  Output 3   


Stronger individuals Stronger    Stronger projects    
  organizations       


 


 Impact 1  Impact 2  Impact 3  Impact 4 


More effective and Empowered Changes in Project
efficient individuals, partners  environmental sustainability
organizations and    health policies  
projects    and regulation  


Sources of Data
Grantees may find the following sources of data to be helpful in tracking achievements related to products  
and dissemination:


• Activity logs


• Contact logs


• Participant lists


• Feedback forms


• Publication and material development lists


• Meeting agendas


• Telephone logs


• Communication strategies and plans


• Budgets


• Group discussions


• Surveys


• Interviews


• Meeting notes


• Email exchanges


• Internet web logs


For a more  
comprehensive  
list of data sources, 
see Chapter 7: 
Principles of 
Evaluation.
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Activities
Activities, as shown in the capacity building logic model, are actions that are based on available inputs to build 
capacity. The logic model example used in this Manual identifies four potential activities for capacity building:50


Activity 1:  Assess resources, knowledge and skills


Activity 2:  Build organizational capacity


Activity 3:  Obtain and build physical and communication infrastructure


Activity 4:  Build knowledge and skills


Activity 1: Assess resources, knowledge and skills


In order to build capacity, partners can assess the resources, knowledge and skills the project has at its disposal, 
both on an individual and organizational level. In cataloguing assets and needs, partners can discuss the current 
project mission, goals, objectives and funding to gauge where to build capacity.


Specifically:


• What resources, knowledge and skills do partners possess that they could bring to the project?


• What resources, knowledge and skills are necessary to complete the PEPH project?


 50  For more information on approaches to capacity building, see Crisp BR, Swerissen H, Duckett SJ. 2000. Four approaches to capacity building in health: 
consequences for measurement and accountability. Health Promot Int 15(2): 99-107.


Capacity Building: Activities


Resources are people, infrastructure and funds grantees can use to accomplish PEPH goals. 


Knowledge is 1) the theoretical or practical understanding of a subject acquired by a person through 
experience or education, 2) the facts and information known in a particular field, and 3) awareness or 
familiarity gained by experience of a fact or situation.


Skills are the proficiency, facility or dexterity that is acquired or developed through training 
or experience.
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Partners can begin to answer these questions using the following approaches:


•  Gather and analyze ideas from partners and audiences about assets and needs


  – Discuss these assets and needs in round-table meetings


  – Administer questionnaires or surveys to assess capacity


  – Evaluate and analyze findings of programs and services


  – Document partners’ strengths (e.g. see Table 6.1)


  – Conduct outreach and focus groups


  – Hold public and partner meetings


•  Identify and prioritize critical needs for various partners


•  Assess current capacity required to address needs (for example, community organizations can possess  
the knowledge that would allow researchers to delineate local living patterns)


•  Identify and develop best strategies to meet needs and align them with the goals of the project


Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics for Activity 1: Assess resources, knowledge and skills


•  Description of activities conducted to assess needs and resources


•  Number and description of resources identified


•  Number and description of partners involved in assessment activities


•  List of current capacities


•  List of identified capacity needs


•  Description of strategies to address gaps


•  Number and description of project strategy reviews


•  Number and description of revisions to the project plan
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Table 6.1 Example Balance Sheet of Resources, Knowledge and Skills for Partners51


Partner Group


Community  
Organizations


Current Capacity Needed Capacity


Knowledge: Knows the community’s
  health problems and understands how 
  community interacts and functions


Resource: Existing organizational
  structure, such as a coherent identity, 
  existing membership, etc.


Knowledge: How to conduct research 
  to reduce environmental exposures  
  of concern 


Resource: Procedures that help define 
  the  community as a unit of identity 


Resource: Funding to conduct research 
  to reduce exposures


Researchers Current Capacity Needed Capacity


Knowledge: Environmental health risks 
  and indicators


Skill: Experience in applying for and 
  receiving funding


Resource: Access to management 
  infrastructure for grant administration


Resource: Relationships with 
  community members


Knowledge: Community dynamics


Health 
Professionals


Current Capacity Needed Capacity


Knowledge: Understands local health 
  complaints and has access to community  
  health data


Resource: Health clinics available to 
  treat and diagnose individuals who  
  have been exposed to an adverse  
  environmental agent


Resource: Funding to conduct 
  interventions


Knowledge: Environmental 
  exposure science


Skill: Experience with environmental 
  exposures and interventions


Decision- 
makers


Current Capacity Needed Capacity


Resource: Networks with other 
  decision-makers


Knowledge: Understands the 
  regulatory system


Knowledge: Awareness of environmental   
  health risks in the communities


Resource: Networks with experts 
  and community members experienced  
  with environmental exposures  
  and interventions


 51  Adapted from, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2008. State Asthma Control Program Evaluation: Reference materials for designing and 
implementing evaluations, Module 1:  Partnerships, Draft. Available: http://www.ct.gov/dph/lib/dph/hems/asthma/pdf/module1_partnerships_%282%29.pdf 
[accessed 16 December 2011].
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Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics in Action 6.1: The Promoting the Occupational Health of Indigenous Farmworkers 
Project is a collaboration among the Oregon Law Center, Salud Medical Center, Pineros y 
Campesinos Unidos del Noroeste (Northwest Treeplanters and Farmworkers United), Portland 
State University School of Community Health and Farmworker Justice. The Project conducted 
surveys in 2008 and 2009 to assess the occupational and health needs of indigenous farmworkers 
from Mexico and Guatemala working in Oregon versus Latino farmworkers. The indigenous 
workers are not of Latino descent; they speak distinct languages and have unique cultural 
perspectives. The farmworker survey was part of a larger plan to identify the workers’  
occupational health concerns and develop community-based strategies to address  
these needs.


Based on the findings of the survey, the researchers proposed “employing more people who 
speak indigenous languages as organizational leaders, interpreters, and health workers to help 
reduce some of the linguistic and cultural barriers to occupational safety training and other 
health and social services identified in this study.” To address this need, they developed an 
approach to train the farmworkers as promotores (health promoters). They used linguistically 
and culturally appropriate educational materials, and they worked with the farmworkers to 
advocate for healthier working conditions. By assessing the resources, knowledge and skills 
among the indigenous farmworker population, the project enabled the farmworkers to build 
the necessary capacity to meet their community needs.


Metrics to assess resources, knowledge and skills:


•  Description of activities conducted to assess needs and resources: The project conducted 
a survey of indigenous farmworkers to identify needs and resources.


•  Number and description of partners involved in assessment activities: Five local 
organizations participated in the partnership: Oregon Law Center, Salud Medical Center,  
Pineros y Campesinos Unidos del Noroeste (Northwest Treeplanters and Farmworkers United), 
Portland State University School of Community Health, and Farmworker Justice.


For more information about the Promoting the Occupational Health of Indigenous  
Farmworkers Project, visit: http://www.fwjustice.org/workplace-safety/indigenous-worker-safety.



http://www.fwjustice.org/workplace-safety/indigenous-worker-safety

http://www.afscme.org
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Activity 2: Build organizational capacity


Some organizations start from scratch and need to begin with building basic organizational structures. Others 
have existing frameworks that some partners have to learn to navigate. Writing down policies and procedures 
can help establish and transfer institutional knowledge, and it can contribute to organizational stability as well. 
Obtaining and building organizational capacity can also increase partners’ abilities to accomplish their goals.  
For example, developing operating norms and procedures that promote mutual respect and appreciation  
for differences can encourage participation and facilitate effective partnerships.52 In addition, continuous 
participation by partners and involvement of new individuals and groups can lead to greater retention of  
staff and an increase in interest, motivation and creativity among partners. Examples of approaches to  
building organizational capacity include:


• Expanding and supporting the workforce by:


  – Recruiting and hiring employees


  – Mentoring staff and participants


  – Growing a volunteer program


  – Securing expert support


• Defining organizational hierarchy and roles by:


  – Forming the basic structure of an organization (for example, bringing together community members  
  with similar goals to form a community organization)


  – Establishing lines of communication (for example, creating an email account for the organization,  
  checking it regularly and ensuring other community members know the address)


  – Creating a directory of participants and an organizational chart


• Setting up procedural infrastructure by outlining how to:


  – Manage nominations and the leadership selection process


  – Write ground rules


  – Smooth conflicts


  – Support members


  – Conduct effective meetings


52  Israel BA, Schulz AJ, Parker EA, Becker AB. 1998. Review of community-based research: Assessing partnership approaches to improve public health. 
Annu Rev Publ Health 19: 185.
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Also see Chapter 2: 
Partnerships
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Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics for Activity 2: Build organizational capacity


Community Organizations


•  Description of bylaws, leadership voting process and conflict management procedures


•  Number of community organization members involved in evaluation of PEPH project activities


•  Number of outside experts hired or brought in to help community conduct PEPH activities


•  Number of products to disseminate environmental public health information to communities


•  Number of grants applied for with a community member as a principal investigator (PI)


Researchers


•  Number of disciplines and training backgrounds represented by researchers


•  Number of researchers involved in interactions with other partners


•  Number of research partners on a community advisory board (CAB) and description of interests 
represented by each


•  Number of employees paid by the researcher for participating in the project


•  Number of researchers who have completed Institutional Review Board (IRB) training or have 
experience in obtaining IRB approval


•  Description of improvements in researchers’ grant management, budgeting or financial skills


Health Professionals


•  Description of organizational structures and policies that facilitate and enable health professionals 
to participate in community research


Decision-makers


•  Number of people interested in environmental public health issues on phone or email lists  
(either created by decision-makers or provided by community organizations)


•  Number of volunteers recruited to take environmental public health messages back  
to their communities
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Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics in Action 6.2: The University of Texas at El Paso established the Encuentros: 
Binational Community Lead Project Project to assess lead exposure among the children  
of the El Paso, Texas / Juarez, Mexico binational community using a participatory-based  
research approach. One of the primary study objectives was to involve the community 
in the research process and the creation of the prevention and intervention strategy to  
reduce lead exposure.


The project leaders partnered with several community organizations, including Adults and  
Youth United Development Association (AYUDA), Organizacion Popular Independiente (OPI), 
and Salud y Desarrollo Comunitario (SADEC). Together these groups engaged in activities 
to increase the community’s capacity to deliver environmental health intervention,  
prevention and educational services in a binational setting. The researchers built upon  
a preexisting framework from an earlier EPA study, incorporating new partners into the  
organizational hierarchy. The project team set up new procedural infrastructure by joining 
environmental health scientists and community organization members in an interdisciplinary 
investigative team. With organizational capacity in place, the research team went on to  
evaluate lead exposure and its adverse effects on the health of low-income Hispanic  
children living near the U.S.-Mexico border.


Metrics for building organizational capacity:


•  Number of community organization members involved in evaluation of PEPH project  
activities: Each of the three primary partners had a minimum of X people involved in the project.


•  Number of disciplines and training backgrounds represented by researchers: In addition 
to the community groups, the partnership also included environmental health scientists.


For more information about the Encuentros Project, visit: http://encuentros.utep.edu.



http://encuentros.utep.edu

http://www.afscme.org
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Activity 3: Obtain and build physical and communication infrastructure


Physical infrastructure is the basic equipment and building space needed for the operation of a PEPH project. 
Communication infrastructure is the foundation for an organization’s data, voice and video systems. Examples  
of approaches to building organizational and communication infrastructure include:


•  Building or maintaining physical infrastructure


  – Spaces for meetings


  – Equipment (such as computers, telephones, emails and supplies)


  – Research tools


  – Computer access


•  Creating and maintaining communication infrastructure by setting up:


  – Directory and rosters


  – Email listservs


  – Website forums


Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics for Activity 3: Obtain and build physical and communication infrastructure


• Description of space and other physical structures obtained


• Number and description of directories, rosters or listservs created/obtained


• Number and description of other resources obtained


• Number and amount of other funding sources


• Description of meeting space obtained


• Number and description of supplies obtained


• Number of grant applications submitted


• Number of grants awarded


• Number and description of non-grant resources and materials obtained
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Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics in Action 6.3: NIEHS formed the Superfund Research Program (SRP) in 2002 
to “increase the understanding of different remedial options, in order to optimize the 
protectiveness to the environment and human health and the cost-effectiveness of remedial 
decisions.” As part of its training program, SRP conducts interactive, web-based “Risk eLearning” 
seminars in collaboration with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). SRP built its 
communication capacity by partnering with the EPA to use its technical infrastructure and 
large distribution network to broadcast information on innovative technologies for testing 
and cleaning up contaminated sites. The webinars disseminate new remediation techniques 
and the “state of science” to a target audience of on-the-ground personnel: EPA risk assessors, 
regional project managers, state and local regulatory agencies, environmental engineering 
and consulting firms, and academia.


By sharing assets and infrastructure SRP is able to provide both free and timely information  
to the target audience. SRP also partners with diverse EPA programs that sponsor topics of  
interest to their missions and with expert speakers from the academic, private and government 
sectors. The EPA also provides use of its Hazardous Waste Clean-Up Information (CLU-IN) website 
to host and archive the Risk eLearning events. The program uses the archived seminars and an 
online participant feedback form to evaluate event participation and to determine the presence 
of a learning outcome.


Metrics for obtaining and building physical and communication infrastructure:


•  Description of other resources obtained: SRP uses EPA’s webinar technology six to eight times 
per year to distribute information about testing and remediation of contaminated sites.


•  Number and description of other directories, rosters or listservs created/obtained: SRP 
uses EPA’s broad distribution network (electronic directory) and its Hazardous Waste Clean-Up 
Information (CLU-IN) website to host and archive the Risk eLearning events.


For more information about the SRP Risk eLearning program, visit:  
http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/srp/events/riskelearning/index.cfm.



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/srp/events/riskelearning/index.cfm

http://www.afscme.org
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Activity 4: Build knowledge and skills


Expanding knowledge and skills is an integral part of building capacity of individuals and organizations in a PEPH 
project. Knowledge is 1) the theoretical or practical understanding of a subject acquired through experience or 
education, 2) the facts and information known in a particular field, and 3) awareness or familiarity gained by  
experience of a fact or situation. Skills are the proficiency, facility or dexterity that is acquired or developed 
through training or experience. To strengthen skills, individual partners and participants might need to learn  
first about environmental public health.


Capacity building involves enhancing the knowledge and skills of the individuals within an organization as well 
as developing the knowledge and skills of others in the community. Partners can use many approaches to build 
their knowledge and skills within PEPH projects. These include:


• Knowledge and skills development


  – Mapping knowledge repositories (databases, bookmarking engines, etc.)


  – Creating or maintaining expert directories (facilitates access to experts)


  – Learning from other projects and reviewing lessons learned


  – Measuring and reporting intellectual capital


  – Utilizing collaborative technologies (groupware, etc.)


• Training


  – Participating in formal and informal education and training


  – Developing and delivering site-specific training for instructional 
  staff and partners


  – Testing the knowledge of participants with quizzes or tests


  – Training knowledge brokers (some organizational members take on responsibility for a specific “field” 
  and act as first reference for discussing a particular subject)


  – Forming master-apprentice or mentoring relationships


• Research


  – Recruiting and training volunteers to assist with research, e.g. home health workers, community-based 
  outreach workers


  – Involving partners in multiple stages of research


Capacity Building: Activities


See Chapter 5 for 
more information 
on education and 
training.
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• Research (continued)


 – Developing specific research techniques and approaches (e.g., behavioral, statistical, epidemiological 
  or toxicological approaches; biomonitoring, modeling, survey design/analysis, outreach, communication  
  or environmental sampling techniques)


  – Providing cross-disciplinary training opportunities


• Outreach and communication


  – Understanding and meeting the needs of other partners


  – Translating messages and findings to different audiences


  – Encouraging storytelling as a means of transferring tacit knowledge


  – Communicating with the media


  – Hosting a speaker series


  – Hosting meetings and providing letters of introduction for various partners


• Grant writing and management


  – Formulating research questions, specific aims, technical expertise and other components for writing 
  a clear, fundable proposal


  – Budgeting and fiscal management of grant funds


  – Understanding administrative requirements of grants, which might include institutional review board 
  (IRB) training, calculating facilities and administrative costs or obtaining a DUNS number (a data universal  
  numbering system used to track payments)


  – Learning how to track project-specific progress and document success


  – Recording processes and results so that institutional memory loss is kept to a minimum 
  after key personnel depart


  – Planning for grant renewals in sufficient time to avoid funding gaps


  – Locating alternative sources of funding, such as individual donations, conference fees, membership 
  dues and private foundation grants


• The policy-making process


  – Communicating effectively with decision-makers


  – Providing scientific data in appropriate formats 


• PEPH project skills


  – Learning ways to sustain PEPH project effects and maintain partnerships, skills and resources


  – Increasing the scope and impact of a PEPH project through engagement of new partners


Capacity Building: Activities
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Building knowledge and skills capacity typically focuses on organizational objectives such as improved  
performance, innovation, the sharing of lessons learned, integration and continuous improvement of the  
organization. This approach can help individuals and groups share valuable organizational insights, avoid  
redundant work, reduce training time for new employees, retain intellectual capital as employees leave the  
organization and adapt to changing environments and markets. Many of the activities can lead to the creation  
of communities of practice,53 the transfer of best practices, familiarity with key data sources and their strengths 
and limitations, and the use of environmental health information as a foundation for identifying needs and  
setting priorities.


53  A group of people who share an interest, art or profession. Wenger E. 1998. Communities of Practice: Learning, Meaning, and Identity. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics for Activity 4: Build knowledge and skills


•  Number of classes, workshops and other training sessions offered or attended


•  Description of new skills obtained


•  Results of pre- and post-test questionnaires measuring changes in knowledge and skills


•  Description of efforts undertaken to share information among PEPH project partners


•  Number of papers published in non-academic outlets – for example, newspapers, newsletters  
or online forums


•  Number of forums where community members and health professionals meet to discuss  
environmental public health concerns (sponsored by PEPH partners)


•  Number of decision-makers who attend environmental public health seminars and workshops


•  Number of comments and recommendations by decision-makers on safety or other protocols


•  Number of environmental public health regulatory changes introduced by decision-makers


•  Number of researchers or community organization members invited to policy meetings
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Capacity Building: Activities


Metrics in Action 6.4: The Deep South Center for Environmental Justice (DSCET) at 
Dillard University (DSCEJ) and the United Steel Workers (USW) partnered in 2005 to develop 
the “Safe Way Back Home” project to help New Orleans residents displaced by Hurricane Katrina. 
The project team built knowledge and skills in the community by providing health and safety 
training and appropriate protective equipment to community residents, local business  
owners and other volunteers.


From 2006 to 2009 more than 650 people received remediation training and utilized their 
new knowledge and skills to clean more than 60 yards and 2 schools. Because of this training,  
the residents were able to safely remove contaminated soil, pressure-wash sidewalks, and 
revitalize the landscapes in their neighborhoods, thus beginning the difficult task of rebuilding 
their community after the disaster. The project participants also gained knowledge about how 
to recruit community members and policy-makers through events that highlighted community 
service and self empowerment. For example, their 2006 showcase block party, celebrating the 
transformation of Aberdeen Road, garnered new support from policy-makers.


Metrics for building knowledge and skills:


•  Number of classes, workshops and other training sessions offered or attended:  
Trainings were offered in 6 neighborhoods, with over 650 people participating in them.


•  Description of new skills obtained: Residents were trained in soil remediation and 
landscaping, and in community building as well.


For more information about the Deep South Center for Environmental Justice, visit:  
http://www.dscej.org.


Building Researcher Capacity for Involving Tribal Governments and Members 
in Environmental Public Health Research and Outreach


Some environmental public health research or outreach projects may involve Native American  
communities and tribal governments, also known as American Indian / Alaska Natives (AI/AN). There  
is a special political relationship between the United States and AI/AN governments – as defined by  
treaties, statutes, court decisions, presidential memoranda and the United States Constitution – that  
differentiates Native American governments from other interests and constituencies.


One way to build organizational capacity is to ensure that researchers are aware of cultural differences 
and expectations when working with tribal partners. For example, tribal populations operate as sovereign 
government entities, and researchers need to be prepared to work with these partners in a manner that 
respects this independence. In addition to thinking about how the metrics provided in this capacity 
building chapter can be applied to working with tribal partners, we have gathered input from those who 
work with tribes about how to build capacity for developing lasting relationships with tribal partners.



http://www.dscej.org

http://www.afscme.org
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Capacity Building: Activities


When working with tribes, environmental public health researchers or outreach professionals will want 
to be sensitive to each tribe’s history and culture, as each of the more than 560 federally recognized tribes 
is distinctive. To be successful in engaging Native American communities, in either research or outreach 
endeavors, grantees should take time to learn about the tribal governmental structure and the culture  
of their partners. This will ensure that project activities are beneficial to the community as well as the 
academic researchers. Researchers should also include any costs associated with the tribal partnership  
in the grant budget. Tribes are one of several groups that historically have been marginalized in the 
United States, so paying particular attention to their needs, listening to their advice, giving them  
a voice and reporting findings to the community before publication is especially critical.54


Most tribes also have a process in place to review and approve human research within the tribal  
community. The review process may be a tribally constituted Institutional Review Board (IRB), an  
Indian Health Services IRB or a review by the tribal council. Researchers who plan on working with  
tribal communities should ask tribal leaders for guidance on the review processes in place, the timelines 
for reviews and the processes for proceeding with research activities upon approval. Tips for working 
with Native American individuals, organizations and governments include:55,  56


•  Understand the unique relationship between Native Americans and the United States government. It 
is a political relationship – not race-based.


•  Take the time to identify the appropriate contact. Your initial contact with a tribal organization should 
be with someone at a technical or administrative level. That contact will provide you with the proper 
guidance about whom to contact and by what methods.


•  Because of historical precedent, Native Americans may be suspicious of outsiders and their ideas.


•  Do not assume one tribe or one leader speaks for all.


•  Work with key tribal representatives to identify activities, problems and challenges that the tribe is 
interested in addressing; issues may be raised by tribal governments, federal staff or national and 
regional tribal partnership groups.


•  Offer tribal representatives the opportunity to provide meaningful input and involvement.


•  Native Americans object to being “consulted” or “studied” by people who have little intention  
of doing anything in response to their concerns. Be prepared to negotiate to find ways to  
accommodate the tribe’s concerns. Be prepared to respond with reasons why you may  
or may not follow advice provided.


•  Those you work with might not be able to answer questions immediately. They may need to think 
about it and consult with others.


•  Most tribal governments are not wealthy, and it may be difficult for tribal officials to attend meetings 
or to exchange correspondence. In addition, tribal governments in general do not have large support 
staff to assign to meetings, follow-up, etc.


54 Dixon M, Roubideaux Y. 2001. Promises to Keep: Public health policy for American Indians and Alaska Natives in the 21st century. 142-143. 
Washington, DC: American Public Health Association.


55 Minnesota Indian Affairs Council. 2011. Protocol When Working with Tribes. Available: 
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/ahfss/emergency_preparedness/pdfs/Protocol_Working_Tribes_condensed.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


56  American Indian Environmental Office (AIEO), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2011. Policy for Consultation and Coordination with 
Indian Tribes. 1. Available: http://www.epa.gov/indian/pdf/eo-13175.pdf  [accessed 15 February 2012].



http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/ahfss/emergency_preparedness/pdfs/Protocol_Working_Tribes_condensed.pdf

http://www.epa.gov/indian/pdf/eo-13175.pdf
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Capacity Building: Activities


•  Respect Tribal Council representatives as elected officials of a government. Treat them with  
the respect you would treat a senator or governor.


•  As in all business relationships, honesty and integrity are highly valued.


• After making decisions or plans, provide feedback in a formal, written communication explaining 
how the tribe’s input informed the final action.57


Overall, it is also important to demonstrate respect for tribal governments and members,  
as it is for any partner. You can show your respect in many ways:


•  Remember that you are a guest of the tribe that you are visiting and conform to tribal customs  
and laws.


•  Be willing to admit limited knowledge of tribal culture, and invite tribal members to educate you 
about specific cultural protocols in their community as well as their relationships with the  
environment and science. When in doubt, do not make assumptions; rather, ask respectfully.


•  Listen and observe more than you speak. Learn to be comfortable with silences or long pauses in 
conversation. Tribal communities consider any interruption highly disrespectful, and interrupting  
during a conversation may undermine your credibility.


•  Clarify environmental public health jargon, acronyms and standard operating procedures that,  
while perhaps commonplace for academic researchers or outreach professionals, may not be  
familiar to partners. Adjust presentations accordingly without being patronizing, using a “plain  
language” approach (http://www.plainlanguage.gov/).


Many tribal members speak English as a second language; according to the U.S. Census Bureau, 25%  
of Native Americans speak a language other than English at home.58 Cross-cultural communication 
may be more challenging than typical conversations if dominant-culture members assume that the  
elements of their own culture are clearly understood by everyone. Being sensitive to possibilities for  
such misunderstandings and seeking clarification in a patient and respectful manner can assist in  
bridging gaps in cross-cultural communication. In addition, although researchers may want to  
conduct research that they believe will help Native communities, tribal groups may reject requests for  
collaboration because they have different priorities. Researchers should respect these tribal decisions.


Tribal traditions often require that tribal leaders deliberate extensively and consider the long-term  
consequences of their decisions. This approach may contrast with the time frames of environmental  
public health researchers and EPH projects. Moreover, tribal leaders may only meet at set times  
of the year, so researchers should be aware of these schedules and allow plenty of time for  
tribal decision-making.


 57 Ibid. 


58  The Knowledge Portal. 2011. Working Effectively with Tribal Governments: Cross-Cultural Communication. 
Available: http://tribal.golearnportal.org/nav3/index.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].



http://www.plainlanguage.gov/

http://tribal.golearnportal.org/nav3/index.html
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Capacity Building: Activities


Researchers should also be aware that tribes, like other governmental bodies, experience changing  
priorities with changing administrations. These changes may occur at the tribal council or government 
level, but also within boards and community organizations. Because these relatively small populations 
are essentially trying to staff the full structure of governance, what may appear to be small changes in 
the surrounding economy, climate, social structure, etc. can cause major shifts in their limited resources, 
both human and financial. Researchers can stay informed of the broader political and socio-economic 
picture within the tribe by reading the local tribal press and listening to tribal radio broadcasts, which  
are available in many areas. The information from these sources will enable researchers to think about  
how their work fits into the larger picture of tribal priorities and to anticipate and modify their process  
and objective to ensure that a  
respectful partnership continues.


Finally, if researchers intend to  
disseminate any data or materials,  
they should work directly with the 
tribal community to develop a  
formal, signed agreement that provides details of the goals of the projects, defines the outputs  
and outcomes, and specifies the roles and responsibilities of all partners. This includes explicit details 
about who “owns” data, what types of analyses will be conducted, how  findings and conclusions will  
be developed, what approval procedures are needed to publish results  and any other issues where  
assumptions that may have unintended consequences should be made explicit.


Researchers will want to learn about a potential partner’s history, government, and culture and then  
begin to engage a partner in a respectful and just manner, as they would with any other community  
partner. It is not enough to merely obtain tribal input on an issue. Tribes must have appropriate, timely 
and meaningful involvement in research projects. In the end, only direct interactions, experiences and 
personal relationships will build the understanding necessary to include tribal governments and  
members equitably in environmental public health research and outreach endeavors.


The following sources provide additional information about working with tribal governments:


•  National Congress of American Indians Policy Research Center. Available: http://www.ncaiprc.org.


•  The Native American Policy of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Available:  
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/NAL/docs/NativeAmericanPolicy%5B1%5D.pdf 
[accessed 6 June 2011].


•  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Working with Tribes in the Midwest Region to  
Fulfill our Federal Trust Responsibilities. Partnerships with Native Americans.  
Available: http://www.fws.gov/midwest/tribal/tribevideo.htm [accessed 6 June 2011].


•  U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service. Resources for Federal Agencies. Available:  
http://www.nps.gov/nagpra/AGENCIES/INDEX.HTM [accessed 6 June 2011].


•  Working Effectively with Tribal Governments. Available:  
http://tribal.golearnportal.org/nav3/index.html [accessed 3 June 2011).


Templates for formal agreements are  
available from many sources. One source is:  
http://www.ncaiprc.org/memorandum-of-under-
standing.



http://www.ncaiprc.org

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/NAL/docs/NativeAmericanPolicy%5B1%5D.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/tribal/tribevideo.htm

http://www.nps.gov/nagpra/AGENCIES/INDEX.HTM

http://tribal.golearnportal.org/nav3/index.html

http://www.ncaiprc.org/memorandum-of-understanding

http://www.ncaiprc.org/memorandum-of-understanding





172


C
a
p
a
c
it


y
B


u
il


d
in


g


Capacity Building: Outputs


Outputs
Increased capacity can lead to improved ability of a person, group, organization or system to meet its objectives 
or perform better. Subsequently, increased capacity increases the likelihood of improvements in community 
health. Outputs are the direct products of capacity-building activities. Using metrics to measure outputs provides 
an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the program and its capacity.


We identify in this chapter three possible outputs that can result from activities that build capacity:


Output 1: Stronger individuals


Output 2: Stronger organizations


Output 3: Stronger projects


Output 1: Stronger individuals


Members of a partnership who participate in capacity-building activities will become more informed,  
better trained and stronger partners. Researchers who improve their interpersonal skills might find that  
community members are more willing to participate in their research. Health professionals who are familiar  
with environmental health literature are more likely to share this information with patients, as well as to seek 
feedback to determine how their health is being affected. Decision-makers who meet with community members, 
researchers and other experts about environmental exposures can call upon these individuals and their  
organizations to provide testimony to encourage policy changes.59 Possible outputs of greater levels of 
competence across all groups include improved skills in information gathering, collaboration, decision-making 
and communication, as well as increased interdisciplinary interactions. For example, a researcher who becomes 
acquainted with cultural norms of a certain community of people can begin to have more productive  
interactions with members of that community.


Possible approaches to assessing the increased strength of individuals include:


• Periodic assessments of the capacity needs of partners


• Pre- and post-testing for trainings and other self-evaluation tools60


• Comprehension tests for partners of environmental science information


• Surveys and discussions regarding the progress of projects and partners


59  Orians C, Rose S, Hubbard B, Sarisky J, Reason L, Bernichon T, et al. 2009. Strengthening the capacity of local health agencies through community-based 
assessment and planning. Public Health Rep 124: 879.


 60 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2010. Health Impact Assessment. Available: http://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/hia.htm 
[accessed 16 December 2011].


 



http://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/hia.htm
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Capacity Building: Outputs


Metrics for Output 1: Stronger individuals
All partners


•  Description of established core competencies


•  Results of self-evaluation or other assessments of skills


•  Measures of competency from pre- and post-project testing of abilities


Community Organizations


•  Number of other community members mobilized


•  Number of grants applied for and received


•  Number of grants that have a community organization member as a principal investigator (PI)


Researchers


•  Description of improvement in interpersonal skills


•  Number of relationships with community members, health professionals, decision-makers  
and other researchers


•  Description of the effectiveness of translated materials for different audiences


Health Professionals


•  Number of patients provided with environmental public health information


•  Assessment of ability to fulfill public health core competencies


Decision-makers


•  Description of participation in PEPH project meetings or forums


•  Number of environmental public health issues presented to the public


For more information on core competencies for environmental health practitioners,  
see the following resources: 1) “APHA Core Environmental Public Health Competencies” (http://
www.apha.org/programs/standards/healthcompproject/corenontechnicalcompetencies.htm) 
and 2) CDC-Environmental Health Competency Project: Recommendations for Core Competencies 
for Local Environmental Health Practitioners http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/ehs/Corecomp/Core_
Competencies_EH_Practice.pdf.



http://www.apha.org/programs/standards/healthcompproject/corenontechnicalcompetencies.htm

http://www.apha.org/programs/standards/healthcompproject/corenontechnicalcompetencies.htm

http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/ehs/Corecomp/Core_Competencies_EH_Practice.pdf

http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/ehs/Corecomp/Core_Competencies_EH_Practice.pdf
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Capacity Building: Outputs


Metrics in Action 6.5: The Native TEACH Partnership is a collaborative project between 
the Northwest Indian College (NWIC) and the University of Washington (UW) Center 
for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health Community Outreach and Ethics Core. 
The partnership arose from a mutual interest in exploring what tribal college students  
think about the field of environmental health. The project participants used a combination  
of talking circles and written surveys to explore concepts unique to Native American  
environmental health science.


Students from UW and NWIC who were involved in the project also played an integral role  
in research planning, implementation and data evaluation. Through their participation, they 
have increased their understanding of environmental public health issues and their capacity 
to conduct scientific research. The American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC) 
recognized the benefits of this project and allowed Native TEACH to administer their survey 
at the AIHEC 2009 Student Conference, significantly increasing the scope and reach of the 
research project.


Researchers and community members also benefited from an increase in communication 
and a greater understanding of cultural norms. Through a combination of traditional Native 
American storytelling and mainstream scientific communication methods (charts, graphs and 
maps), project leaders shared their findings with tribal college and university communities,  
environmental public health professionals, Native American health researchers and tribal elders.


Metrics for stronger individuals:


•  Description of established core competencies: Through their participation, tribal college 
students have increased their understanding of environmental public health issues and their 
capacity to conduct scientific research.


•  Description of improvement in interpersonal skills: Researchers and community members 
also benefited from an increase in communication and greater knowledge of cultural norms.


For more information about the Native TEACH Partnership, visit:  
http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_teach.html.



http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_teach.html

http://www.afscme.org
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Output 2: Stronger organizations


Another potential output of capacity building is stronger organizational structures available to support  
the project or its constituent partners. Stronger organizations offer partner organizations greater knowledge, 
skills, infrastructure and resources on which to rely as well as greater organizational sustainability. For example, 
community organizations can set up meeting spaces in their own name, which makes the name recognizable to 
the community, produces regular membership lists and establishes an organizational identity for the community.


Research organizations can create governance rules for the collaboration of researchers and other partners in 
the research process, resulting in established structures (such as community advisory boards) for collaborating 
with communities. Health professional organizations can initiate curricula to provide health professionals with 
environmental public health training. Decision-maker organizations that have consortium agreements with 
researcher, health professional or community organizations can have a greater collective awareness of the need 
for environmental public health regulation and can therefore initiate more discussions on environmental public 
health concerns.


Capacity Building: Outputs
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Capacity Building: Outputs


Metrics for Output 2: Stronger organizations
Community Organizations


•  Description of community organization governance rules and how they are enforced


•  Existence and use of membership lists to communicate with members


•  Number of members in the community organization


•  Descriptions of physical buildings and equipment available to the community organization


•  Description of financial stability/sustainability of organization


Researchers


•  Description of community advisory board members and their roles and contributions to the project


•  Number of times the community advisory board weighs in on project decisions


•  Number of projects receiving institutional review board (IRB) approval


•  Description of financial stability/sustainability of research project


Health Professionals


•  Number of health professionals partnering with environmental health projects


•  Number of environmental public health courses or workshops required for board certification


•  Number of health professionals specializing in environmental public health


Decision-makers


•  Description of the diversity of decision-makers’ staff


•  Description of changes in political support for environmental public health interventions


•  Number of environmental public health consortium agreements with researchers,  
health professionals or community organizations
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Capacity Building: Outputs


Metrics in Action 6.6: Concerned Citizens of Tillery (CCT) is a community-based 
organization that has promoted social justice and self-determination for rural African  
American communities since 1978. A prime example of organizational growth and strength 
is the development and sustainability of the North Carolina Environmental Justice Network 
(NCEJN) and its annual EJ Summit. The NCEJN began as a project within CCT and has become 
its own independent non-profit organization. NCEJN’s mission is to promote health and 
environmental equality for all people of North Carolina through community action for clean 
industry, safe workplaces and fair access to all human and natural resources. They focus on 
organization, advocacy, research and education based on principles of economic equity  
and democracy.


NCEJN has established several structures to collaborate with the community. It holds quarterly 
meetings in several counties in North Carolina that bring groups and individuals together 
from across the state to discuss and act on items that affect communities suffering from  
environmental injustices. Each year, more than 250 people attend these meetings, bringing 
the issues of environmental justice to the forefront of several local newspapers. In October, 
2007, NCEJN held the 9th Environmental Justice Summit, entitled “Head ‘em Up – Move ’em 
Out: Landfills & Hogs.” More than 125 community members, elected officials, researchers  
and students attended and participated in scientific presentations, workshops and plenary 
sessions. The sheer number of participants in this organized conference activity demonstrates  
the significant organizational strength of NCEJN.


Metrics for stronger organizations:


•  Number of members in the community organization: 250 people attend CCT’s 
annual meeting.


•  Description of financial stability sustainability of organization: CCT has obtained more than 
$XXX,XXX in funding from five different sources to ensure a diverse funding stream.


For more information about the Native TEACH Partnership, visit:  
http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_teach.html.



http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_teach.html

http://www.afscme.org
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Output 3: Stronger projects


A third possible output of capacity building is that a project itself is strengthened, and thus has a more solid  
foundation on which to begin or continue environmental public health projects and activities. This might  
mean that partners engage in more effective and efficient PEPH projects and environmental public health  
interventions. For example, partners work to coordinate activities, thereby reducing duplication of services  
and using resources wisely in addressing environmental public health issues.


Approaches to measuring the strength of a project can include talking to partners to gain their input.  
Assessments of the coordination of the project, communications among partners and increased educational 
opportunities can also be important. A strong foundation can in turn lead to stronger partners and organizations 
(Outputs 1 and 2). Regular project assessment and progress check-ins by partners can also improve processes, 
facilitate best-practice tracking, provide an accounting and description of accomplishments from the project,  
and identify strengths of the projects and partners.


Capacity Building: Outputs


 


Metrics for Output 3: Stronger projects


•  Description of knowledge, skills, infrastructure and resources of individual and  
organizational partners


•  Measures of changes in the knowledge, skills, infrastructure and resources of individual and  
organizational partners


• Description of improved efficiencies


• Description of the level of coordination of partners


• Description of a project’s ability to respond to contextual factors such as budget restrictions,  
administrative rules, etc.


• Measures of project progress towards goals
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Impacts
Impacts are benefits or changes resulting from the activities and outputs. We identify the following four examples 
of impacts that can result from effective capacity-building activities.


Impact 1: More effective and efficient individuals, organizations and projects


Impact 2: Empowered partners


Impact 3: Changes in environmental health policies and regulation


Impact 4: Project sustainability


Impacts are more difficult to measure than activities and outputs in part because it often takes several years  
for substantive changes to occur. When thinking about the impacts a project might be able to achieve and how 
to measure those impacts, it can be helpful to think in terms of short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term 
impacts are typically those changes that would be expected to see in the first few years of a project. Long-term 
impacts might not be seen for 5 or more years. It is helpful for grantees to identify intended impacts so that they 
can identify measures that will help document their progress in achieving impacts.


Grantees also may be hesitant to claim credit for impacts 
because other organizations or other contextual factors 
may have contributed to the changes. While grantees  
may not be able to claim sole credit for these impacts,  
it is important to be able to track these broader changes 
and to document the contributions made by the project  
to achieving these impacts.


Although there are challenges associated with measuring impacts, tracking progress towards these goals helps 
grantees stay on track, demonstrate success and identify areas for improvement. Most importantly, the ultimate 
goal for capacity building is to produce outcomes and impacts that lead to improvements in health through a 
reduction in environmental health hazards.61


 61 See also, Silka L. 2000. Evaluation as a strategy for documenting the strengths of community-based participatory research. In: Successful Models 
of Community-Based Participatory Research, 29-31 March 2000: Final Report, Washington, DC. 49-54. (O’Fallon LR, Tyson FL, Dearry A, eds).  
Available: http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


For additional information  
on long-term impacts, see 
Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation.



http://www.hud.gov/offices/lead/library/hhts/NIEHS_Successful_Models.pdf
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Impact 1: More effective and efficient individuals, organizations and projects


Effectiveness is the extent to which an activity fulfills its intended purpose or function. Efficiency refers 
to accomplishing PEPH activities within a reasonable time frame by making the most of available resources.  
Projects will become more effective and efficient as capacity is built at all levels: at the project level, within each  
of the groups or organizations that participate in the project, and finally among the individuals within these 
groups. For example: 62


• For community organizations, their capacity to manage or assist an effective and efficient project can grow 
as members become better research partners.


• For researchers, increased capacity can facilitate the research process and the effectiveness of PEPH research.


• For health professionals, increased capacity may result in better transfer of environmental health exposure 
information to patients that they can use to improve their health.


• For decision-makers, increased capacity can lead to increased access to relevant information that they can 
use in policy-making.


Some questions to ask when evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of PEPH projects:


• How effectively are the overall mission, sub-missions or core capabilities being met?


  – What do partners or members say about the effectiveness of the project?


  – Are there aspects of the mission or core capabilities that still need to be met?


  – What can the project do to address these?


• How efficient are project processes?


  – Are there steps in the process that could be cut without sacrificing effectiveness or quality?


  – Are there others who could do an aspect of the project more efficiently or for less money?


 62  Hawe P, Noort M, King L, Jordens C. 1997. Multiplying health gains: the critical role of capacity-building within health promotion programs. 
Health Policy 39: 29-42.


Capacity Building: Impacts
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Metrics for Impact 1: More effective and efficient individuals,  
organizations and projects


• Results from surveys that address changes in knowledge, skills and satisfaction


• Description of the quality of partnerships, communications and project management


• Description of improvements in operations to maximize efficiency


• Feedback or survey results showing partner satisfaction with project


• Description of project productivity


• PEPH activity completion times


• Description of cost effectiveness


• Description of standards or protocols followed, such as “Good Laboratory Practice”


Metrics in Action 6.7: The University of Texas Medical Branch-Galveston (UTMB) Center 
to Eliminate Health Disparities (CEHD) provides community education on protection from  
environmental toxins in Galveston, TX. CEHD seeks to reduce health inequities by understanding  
the social determinants of health and then proposing changes in health systems. The program 
conducts workshops in which the community members prioritize their needs for rebuilding their 
neighborhoods. The objectives of the workshops are to 1) increase general environmental health 
and safety literacy, 2) provide a hazards assessment framework within which citizens can realistically 
appraise risk to self and family, and 3) disseminate information on precautionary measures to  
minimize exposure and recognize signs and symptoms of exposure-related health effects. By  
training community members how to reduce environmental risks, the group builds effective  
individuals who can readily recognize and address risks while they are still manageable.


The education programs are developed and implemented in partnership with the NIEHS Community 
Outreach and Education Core (COEC), St. Vincent’s House, the Jesse Tree and t.e.j.a.s. In an effort to 
maximize the efficiency of the project, the partners worked together to determine which organization 
was best capable of providing certain aspects of the training. Partner organizations also regularly 
provide feedback about any successes or challenges they face with the project activities.


By conducting such a wide variety of capacity-building activities, CEHD ensures that its partner 
organizations and the individuals who make up those organizations have the knowledge and skills 
they need to be effective advocates for change.


Metrics for more effective and efficient individuals, organizations and projects:


•  Feedback or survey results showing partner satisfaction with project: The partners regularly 
provide feedback about any successes or challenges they face with the project activities.


•  Descriptions of improvements in operations to maximize efficiency: Researchers and community 
members also benefited from an increase in communication and greater knowledge of cultural norms.


For more information about the UT CEHD, visit: http://www.utmb.edu/cehd.



http://www.utmb.edu/cehd

http://www.afscme.org
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Impact 2: Empowered partners


The capacity built through participation in PEPH projects can result in a collective increase in knowledge,  
expertise and skills that can empower partners to contribute in a unique way both to the specific PEPH project 
and to environmental public health concerns more generally. Partners and individuals who have actively  
participated in these PEPH projects have gained knowledge, skills and abilities that spill over to other projects 
and areas of their lives. Examples of these additional benefits that empower individuals and organizations in 
communities could include:


•  Greater self-efficacy, self-esteem, and perceived power


•  Creation of marketable skills from the program that are useful in their jobs


•  The ability to engage in conversation and understand policy and community realities


•  Willingness to participate in other research projects


•  Political legitimacy and social status


•  Greater access to resources


•  More meaningful involvement in regulatory and policy discussions


•  Deeper understanding of the research basis for both health and policy recommendations


•  Larger influence over environmental public health concerns through research, outreach,  
policy change, behavior change and education


Empowerment can manifest itself differently for individuals and organizations in the four groups discussed in 
Table 6.1. For example, research organizations could be empowered by their new partnerships with community 
organizations to expand collaborations to new groups or address new exposures. Alternatively, individual health 
professionals could be empowered by their new knowledge of environmental health research to intervene  
more on their patients’ behalf. For decision-makers, empowerment through their new understanding of the  
environmental health risks affecting their constituents could lead them to build governmental coalitions  
that attempt to address environmental public health issues.


Capacity Building: Impacts
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Metrics for Impact 2: Empowered partners


•  Frequency and magnitude of partner involvement in other partners’ activities (such as number  
of community members who are engaged in researcher’s activities or number of researchers  
who are involved in the creation of public policy)


•  Number of individuals in partnerships who speak to government leaders about additional  
health issues


•  Number of individuals in partnerships who run for city council or other leadership positions


•  Number of partners who speak at conferences on projects of mutual interest to other partners


Metrics in Action 6.8: The Brown University Superfund Research Program teamed up with the 
Environmental Justice League of Rhode Island (EJLRI) to develop the Community Environmental 
College (CEC). The mission of the CEC is to empower communities by developing leaders to take 
action to promote safe and healthy environments for all. The CEC holds a summer program in  
Providence, RI for high school students of all backgrounds. During the summer program, students 
learn about basic environmental health issues. Brown University students teach 8-week courses, 
including “Environmental Justice,” “Food Justice” and “Leadership, Media and the Arts.” The courses 
incorporate lectures, educational games, field trips and hands-on community-based projects. For  
example, students conduct a corner store “makeover,” in which the store is redesigned to feature 
more nutritional food. Students in “Leadership, Media and the Arts” are taught how to use media  
to disseminate a message, educate their peers and become leaders for environmental justice.  
The students also pick an issue and develop an action plan to address it. Each program provides  
a student stipend and a certificate at the end of the year. Students who participate in these activities 
are then prepared to return home and advocate for environmental justice issues that affect  
their communities.


Students involved with another CEC project write and produce short plays on environmental health 
themes for public presentation. The CEC also enables Brown University students to develop skills as 
educators and agents for community change. By educating students and encouraging them to take 
on leadership roles in their own communities, the CEC program is able to empower partners from 
underserved communities.


Metrics for empowered partners:


•  Number of partners who speak at conferences on projects of mutual interest to other partners: 
10 students who participated in these trainings created and presented workshops on food justice 
and environmentally sustainable transportation options.


•  Number of individuals in partnerships who speak to government leaders about additional 
health issues: Five students who participated in these activities worked with store owners to increase 
access to nutritional food.


For more information about the Brown University Superfund Research Program, visit:  
http://www.brown.edu/Research/SRP/.



http://www.brown.edu/Research/SRP/

http://www.afscme.org
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Impact 3: Changes in environmental health policies and regulation


The PEPH program seeks to minimize and prevent adverse health effects from environmental exposures.  
These PEPH efforts use findings from scientifically robust research to develop solutions that impact public  
health and policy. 


Approaches and techniques for measuring policy and regulatory impacts might include:


•  Cataloguing activities related to policy and regulatory efforts


•  Holding meetings specifically to address the topic of collecting evidence of policy and regulatory changes


•  Assessing partners’ networks of policy references and relationships


Policy and regulatory impacts can include:


•  Transfer about knowledge of PEPH partnership, communication and capacity-building skills transferred 
across projects or consortia to influence policy in other areas


•  Partners working together to affect corporate, institutional, policy or governmental change


•  Involvement and cooperation of federal partners such as the Department of Homeland Security,  
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration or the Environmental Protection Agency


Capacity Building: Impacts
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Metrics for Impact 3: Changes in environmental health policies and regulation


•  Descriptions of networks and relationships developed to influence policy decisions


•  Number of policy and regulatory decision-makers identified and/or contacted


•  Description of types of data provided to decision-makers


•  Number of responses submitted to agency requests for information


•  Number of briefings or town hall meetings attended by policy-makers


•  Number of petitions filed


•  Frequency and number of individuals involved in changing environmental public health policy 
and regulations


•  Description of institutional, policy or legislative changes


•  Description of changes in community regulations, ordinances or laws


•  Description of changes in corporate or business practices


•  Description of changes in legislation, policies and regulation


• Description of changes in clinical practice guidelines


Metrics in Action 6.9: Since 2000, Occidental College’s Center for Food and Justice (CFJ), has 
developed two inter-connected models to improve school food. Through Project CAFE (Community 
Action on Food Environments), the Healthy School Food Coalition (HSFC)—a program affiliated  
with CFJ—organized students and parents to partner with school officials and health advocates  
to develop and implement groundbreaking nutrition policies within the Los Angeles Unified School 
District (LAUSD), such as banning the sale of soda and junk food. Because of HSFC efforts, participation 
rates for meal programs have risen at school sites, and food in all district schools has improved.


The project leaders also evaluate access factors in participating schools and communities; raise 
awareness of nutrition, environmental public health and food access; develop and implement  
intervention strategies; and assess the environmental and policy impact of those strategies.  
Activities include training residents to undertake community and school food assessments,  
developing appropriate and feasible action plans and creating local community nutrition  
advisory councils to mobilize efforts to move intervention strategies forward.


Metrics for changes in environmental health policies and regulation:


•  Descriptions of networks and relationships developed to influence policy decisions: The CFJ 
worked with students, parents, school district personnel and health advocates to influence policy.


•  Descriptions of institutional, policy or legislative changes: Policies put in place that ban the sale of 
soda and junk food in LAUSD.


For more information about the Center for Food and Justice, visit: http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/cfj.



http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/cfj

http://www.afscme.org
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Impact 4: Project sustainability


While financial sustainability is a key component of project sustainability (see Chapter 3 for more on leveraging), 
project sustainability reflects a project’s ability to sustain project services and activities. Project sustainability 
ensures that valuable information and services continue to be provided to communities. Examples of strategies 
to ensure project sustainability include:


• Community Organizations


  – Sharing environmental public health information with other groups and potential partners


  – Submission of competitive renewals for projects


  – Support from local government, universities or other funding sources


• Researchers


  – Identification of potential future research needs


  – Submissions of competitive renewals for projects


  – Submissions of additional secondary grant applications


  – Replication of partnership and communication models and shared success in new populations


• Health Professionals


  – Attention to additional environmental health concerns of community members


  – Profession-wide adoption of environmental public health curricula in medical and nursing schools


• Decision-makers


  – Sustained focus on regulating environmental public health risks


  – Increased involvement of more decision-makers in PEPH project-related issues


Not all PEPH capacity-building efforts will result in follow-up projects or continuing activity with the same  
partners or the same subject. However, sustained activity that stems from a PEPH project can be an indication 
that the PEPH project has increased the capacity of its partners.
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Metrics for Impact 4: Project sustainability


Community Organizations


•  Number of PEPH products used or cited in outreach materials developed by the community


•  Number of people not directly involved in the PEPH project that are informed of related PEPH 
activities


•  List of community organization members serving as principal investigators (PIs) on related grant 
applications and awards


•  Number of local government and university partners


•  Letters of support from government or university partners


Researchers


•  Number and description of meetings to discuss community health concerns


•  Number of communications by community organization members to researchers about  
environmental public health concerns


•  List of potential future research needs agreed upon by partners


•  Number of grants and grant renewals submitted


•  Amount of outside funding received


•  Additional projects and partners


•  Description of shared partnership and communication models presented at conferences  
and workshops


Health Professionals


•  Number of courses and workshops attended by health professionals about environmental public 
health concerns


•  Number of annual meetings attended to discuss community environmental public health concerns


Decision-makers


•  Number of ongoing government environmental public health committees


•  Description of sustained involvement of governmental and non-governmental agencies in areas 
related to the PEPH project
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Capacity Building: Impacts


Metrics in Action 6.10: Researchers in Seattle, WA found that many low-income children in 
Seattle-King County live in indoor environments that place them at substantial risk for ongoing  
exposure to asthma triggers. To address this problem, the Seattle Partners for Healthy Communities 
created a multidisciplinary partnership of community agencies, community activists, public health  
professionals, academics and health providers to design and implement the Seattle-King County 
Healthy Homes I and II – Asthma Intervention Project. To improve environmental conditions  
in these homes, during Healthy Homes I the project leaders developed a culturally-sensitive  
community outreach method. The partners recruited community volunteers to provide  
in-home environmental assessments, asthma education, social support and asthma-control  
resources (bedding covers, vacuums, cleaning supplies, etc), using culturally-sensitive outreach  
and communication strategies. Community workers continue to conduct follow-up visits with  
the households for one year.


The partnership built on the success of the first project by expanding the program in Healthy 
Homes II to include an evaluation of the impact of several different asthma intervention methods. 
It incorporated lessons learned during the first phase, the perspectives of community partners and 
evidence from scientific literature. In addition to the in-home intervention, the second project also 
included a “Community Asthma Nurse” to  provide patient education, self-management training, 
development of a patient-specific asthma action plan and case management/review. Some  
community members also received a structural remediation of their house to lessen asthma  
triggers. Researchers found that children in households that received the Community Asthma  
Nurse component of the project experienced more  symptom-free days, signifying a successful 
health intervention.


Metrics for project sustainability:


•  Lists of potential future research needs agreed upon by partners: The second phase of the project 
(Healthy Homes II) addressed the need for an asthma care nurse to help provide patient education, 
self-management training, development of a patient-specific asthma action plan and case  
management/review. It also included an evaluation of different asthma intervention methods.


•  Number of grants and grant renewals submitted: NIEHS and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development provided two additional grants for Healthy Homes II.


For more information about the Healthy Homes Initiative, visit:  
http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health/chronic/asthma/past/HH2.aspx.



http://www.kingcounty.gov/healthservices/health/chronic/asthma/past/HH2.aspx

http://www.afscme.org
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Chapter 6 Case Study: Swinomish Tribe in Puget Sound
This case study shows the activities, outputs and impacts  
for capacity building within the Swinomish Indian Tribal 
Community, a fishing community located adjacent to the 
Salish Sea (Puget Sound and the coastal waterways around 
southern Vancouver Island) in Washington State. Screening 
studies of the sediment and water in Tribal tidelands  
indicated the presence of numerous persistent pollutants,  
including arsenic and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs).63


Swinomish people frequently gather shellfish at these  
contaminated sites. The Swinomish wished to undertake a 
more extensive study with more detailed sampling to understand better the magnitude and health implications 
of the contamination. In 2002, the U.S. EPA funded the Bioaccumulative Toxics in Native American Shellfish  
(BTNAS) program so the Tribe could study their exposures to low level, bioaccumulative toxics when participating 
in subsistence gathering and consumption of local shellfish.64


Figure 6.2 A Capacity Building Logic Model Framework for the Bioaccumulative Toxics  
in Native American Shellfish (BTNAS) Project 


 Activity 1  Activity 2  Activity 3   


Assess resources, Build  Obtain and build 
knowledge and  organizational physical and  
skills  capacity  communication
    infrastructure   


   


 Output 1  Output 2  Output 3 


Stronger individuals Stronger  Stronger projects
  organizations
  


   


 Impact 1    Impact 3  Impact 4 


More effective and   Changes in Project
efficient individuals,   environmental sustainability
organizations and    health policies 
projects    and regulation
  


 63  Johnson A. 1999. Investigation of chemical contamination at Whitmarsh Landfill and Padilla Bay Lagoon. Olympia, WA: Washington State Department 
of Ecology; Johnson A. 2000a. Sediment quality on the west side of inner Fidalgo Bay. Olympia, WA: Washington State Department of Ecology;  
Johnson A. 2000b. Results of a screening analysis for metals and organic compounds in shellfish from Padilla Bay and vicinity. Olympia, WA:  
Washington State Department of Ecology; Johnson A, Serdar D, and Davis D. 1997. Survey for petroleum and other chemical contaminants in  
the sediments in Fidalgo Bay. Olympia, WA: Washington State Department of Ecology.


 64  Swinomish Indian Tribal Community. 2010. Bioaccumulative Toxics in Native American Shellfish Project, 2002-2006. Available: 
http://www.swinomish-nsn.gov/Resources/Environment/Shellfish/Bioaccumulate-Toxics-In-Native-American-Shellfish.aspx  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Capacity Building: Case Study



http://www.swinomish-nsn.gov/Resources/Environment/Shellfish/Bioaccumulate-Toxics-In-Native-American-Shellfish.aspx





190


C
a
p
a
c
it


y
B


u
il


d
in


g


Activities


After assessing their resources (Activity 1), the Swinomish Tribe recognized that it possessed the infrastructure 
capacity required to support an in-depth environmental sampling, analysis, risk management and education plan 
with a significant cultural component. Rather than hire outside consultants, the Tribe identified a Tribal employee 
to serve as the project manager in an effort to build greater organizational capacity (Activity 2). The Swinomish 
project manager recruited partners to participate on a Technical Advisory Board. The partners included experts 
from EPA Region X, the Washington State Department of Health, the Washington State Department of Ecology 
and scholars at Seattle University and the University of Washington’s (UW) Center for Ecogenetics and  
Environmental Health (CEEH). The Technical Advisory Board worked to build Tribal technical capacities. All  
aspects of the research were vetted with the technical advisory committee—from choice of sampling regimes  
to laboratory detection limits and changes in the conventional human health risk assessment metrics—in order 
to reflect more adequately Tribal practices. The Tribe considered dissemination a key component of the project 
and set up a comprehensive communication strategy with print, web, television, public forum presentations and 
traditional food-related events (Activity 3). This included young Tribal members who honed their video production 
skills by creating short films and public service announcements, which they later expanded into a full-length 
feature film (Output 1 and Impact 2).


Metrics:


•  Number and description of resources identified: The tribe identified one significant resource: infrastructure 
capacity required to support an in-depth environmental sampling, analysis, risk management and education plan 
with a significant cultural component.


•  Number of outside experts hired or brought in to help community conduct PEPH activities: None; rather than 
hire outside consultants, the Tribe identified a Tribal employee to serve as the project manager.


Outputs


The EPA research grant awarded to the Tribe provided the foundation for a stronger project and the resources 
needed to move forward (Output 3). The partnerships built via the Technical Advisory Board bolstered the  
Swinomish project manager’s skills (Output 1), as well as the Swinomish Tribal organization as a whole (Output 2), 
in performing environmental health research. The members conducted a community survey and Seafood  
Diet Interviews to assess the effectiveness and impact of their communication strategy.


The Tribe also strengthened ties to researchers, decision-makers and other tribes (Output 2). The Technical  
Advisory Board urged the project leaders to present their scientific findings, and it provided introductions to  
the UW Department of Environmental and Occupational Health Services, the Institute for Risk Analysis and  
Risk Communication and various government agencies. The Technical Advisory Board weighed in on project 
descriptions, which led to a mid-project adjustment in the risk analysis technique (Output 3).


Equally important in this case study is that the Swinomish BTNAS project activities and outputs led to increased 
capacity building for all of the members of the Technical Advisory Board, resulting in better trained individuals 
available for future research (Output 1). While the Swinomish Tribe improved their capacity to address  
environmental health concerns, the Technical Advisory Board partners learned how to work more effectively 
with Native American communities by experiencing first-hand the importance of acknowledging unique cultural 
beliefs and practices, as well as how these can affect the process and outcomes of any research project. Learning 
how to work together with Native American communities provided capacity-building benefits to both the  
Technical Advisory Board individuals and their organizations.
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Metrics:


•  Descriptions of established core competencies: Participation in the Technical Advisory Board 
bolstered the project manager’s management skills.


•  Description of community advisory board members and their roles and contributions to the project:  
The Technical Advisory Board included experts from EPA Region X, the Washington State Department of Health,  
the Washington State Department of Ecology and scholars at Seattle University and the University of Washington’s 
Center for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health (CEEH).


Impacts


The project, one of the first of its kind by a Native American tribe, generated interest across the country and  
allowed Swinomish representatives to connect with other environmental health professionals and discuss  
research activities, outputs and impacts (Impact 1). For example, the Tribe partnered with the University of  
Washington’s School of Environmental and Public Health to conduct a workshop about Tribal risk in August, 2010. 
Swinomish BTNAS participants have also represented the Tribe on advisory boards of research projects headed 
by other tribes and universities.


Results from the BTNAS project have been instrumental in Swinomish policies such as the Tribe’s Water Quality 
Standards, and they have been cited in arguments for revising Washington State’s Water Quality Standards,  
Sediment Quality Standards and Model Toxics Control Act (Impact 3). 


The Swinomish Tribe also leveraged the funding that they received from the initial EPA grant to sustain their 
environmental public health work and extend the project’s reach into new areas (Impact 4). The Swinomish Tribe, 
in collaboration with tribal communities across the Salish Sea, continues to conduct research on identifying and 
addressing environmental public health concerns for their communities.


The achievements of BTNAS project goals are documented in the Final Report and an independent evaluation 
(Impact 1). By following rigorous scientific protocols for the sampling collection and analysis, while simultaneously 
adhering to cultural norms by ensuring that beliefs and practices were incorporated into the risk assessment, 
results showed that consumption of local shellfish posed health risks to the Swinomish people. The Swinomish 
Tribe also successfully built its capacity to address the problem.


Metrics:


•  Descriptions of improvements in operations to maximize efficiency: The Tribe conducted a workshop 
to examine strategies for reducing Tribal risk as a way to maximize efficiency.


•  Descriptions of institutional, policy or legislative changes:  The Tribe advocated for changes to the Tribal and 
State Water Quality Standards, Sediment Quality Standards and the Model Toxics Control Act.
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Capacity Building: Summary of Metrics


Summary of Capacity Building Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 1: Assess resources, knowledge and skills


•  Description of activities conducted to assess 
needs and resources


•  Number and description of resources identified


•  Number and description of partners involved  
in assessment activities


•  List of current capacities


•  List of identified capacity needs


•  Description of strategies to address gaps


•  Number and description of project  
strategy reviews


•  Number and description of revisions  
to the project plan


Example Metrics for Activity 2: Build organizational capacity


Community Organizations


•  Description of bylaws, leadership voting process 
and conflict management procedures


•  Number of community organization members 
involved in evaluation of PEPH project activities


•  Number of outside experts hired or brought in to 
help community conduct PEPH activities


•  Number of products to disseminate environmen-
tal public health information to communities


•  Number of grants applied for with a community 
member as a principal investigator (PI)


Researchers


•  Number of disciplines and training backgrounds 
represented by researchers


•  Number of researchers involved in interactions 
with other partners


•  Number of research partners on a community 
advisory board (CAB) and description of interests 
represented by each


•  Number of employees paid by the researcher  
for participating in the project


•  Number of researchers who have completed 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) training or have 
experience in obtaining IRB approval


•  Description of improvements in researchers’ grant 
management, budgeting or financial skills


Health Professionals


•  Description of organizational structures  
and policies that facilitate and enable health  
professionals to participate in community research


Decision-makers


•  Number of people interested in environmental 
public health issues on phone or email lists  
(either created by decision-makers or provided  
by community organizations)


•  Number of volunteers recruited to take  
environmental public health messages back  
to their communities
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Capacity Building: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Activity 3: Obtain and build physical and  
communication infrastructure


•  Description of space and other physical  
structures obtained


•  Number and description of directories, rosters  
or listservs created/obtained


•  Number and description of other  
resources obtained


•  Number and amount of other funding sources


•  Description of meeting space obtained


•  Number and description of supplies obtained


•  Number of grant applications submitted


•  Number of grants awarded


•  Number and description of non-grant resources 
and materials obtained


Example Metrics for Activity 4: Build knowledge and skills


•  Number of classes, workshops and other training 
sessions offered or attended


•  Description of new skills obtained


•  Results of pre- and post-test questionnaires  
measuring changes in knowledge and skills


•  Description of efforts undertaken to share  
information among PEPH project partners


•  Number of papers published in non-academic 
outlets – for example, newspapers, newsletters  
or online forums


•  Number of forums where community members 
and health professionals meet to discuss  
environmental public health concerns  
(sponsored by PEPH partners)


•  Number of decision-makers who attend  
environmental public health seminars  
and workshops


•  Number of comments and recommendations  
by decision-makers on safety or other protocols


•  Number of environmental public health regulatory 
changes introduced by decision-makers


•  Number of researchers or community organization 
members invited to policy meetings
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Capacity Building: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 1: Stronger individuals


All partners


•  Description of established core competencies


•  Results of self-evaluation or other assessments  
of skills


•  Measures of competency from pre- and  
post-project testing of abilities


Community Organizations


•  Number of other community members mobilized


•  Number of grants applied for and received


•  Number of grants that have a community  
organization member as a principal  
investigator (PI)


Researchers


•  Description of improvement in interpersonal skills


•  Number of relationships with community  
members, health professionals, decision-makers 
and other researchers


•  Description of the effectiveness of translated  
materials for different audiences


Health Professionals


•  Number of patients provided with environmental 
public health information


•  Assessment of ability to fulfill public health  
core competencies


Decision-makers


•  Description of participation in PEPH project  
meetings or forums


•  Number of environmental public health issues 
presented to the public


Example Metrics for Output 2: Stronger organizations


Community Organizations


•  Description of community organization  
governance rules and how they are enforced


•  Existence and use of membership lists to  
communicate with members


•  Number of members in the  
community organization


•  Descriptions of physical buildings and equipment 
available to the community organization


•  Description of financial stability/sustainability  
of organization


Researchers


•  Description of community advisory board  
members and their roles and contributions  
to the project


•  Number of times the community advisory  
board weighs in on project decisions


•  Number of projects receiving institutional  
review board (IRB) approval


•  Description of financial stability/sustainability  
of research project
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Capacity Building: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Output 2: Stronger organizations (continued)


Health Professionals


•  Number of health professionals partnering  
with environmental health projects


•  Number of environmental public health courses  
or workshops required for board certification


•  Number of health professionals specializing  
in environmental public health


Decision-makers


•  Description of the diversity  
of decision-makers’ staff


•  Description of changes in political support for 
environmental public health interventions


•  Number of environmental public health consortium 
agreements with researchers, health professionals 
or community organizations


Example Metrics for Output 3: Stronger projects


•  Description of knowledge, skills, infrastructure and 
resources of individual and organizational partners


•  Measures of changes in the knowledge, skills,  
infrastructure and resources of individual and 
organizational partners


•  Description of improved efficiencies


•  Description of the level of coordination  
of partners


•  Description of a project’s ability to respond  
to contextual factors such as budget restrictions, 
administrative rules, etc.


•  Measures of project progress towards goals


Example Metrics for Impact 1: More effective and efficient individuals,  
organizations and projects


•  Results from surveys that address changes  
in knowledge, skills and satisfaction


•  Description of the quality of partnerships,  
communications and project management


•  Description of improvements in operations  
to maximize efficiency


•  Feedback or survey results showing partner  
satisfaction with project


•  Description of project productivity


•  PEPH activity completion times


•  Description of cost effectiveness


•  Description of standards or protocols followed, 
such as “Good Laboratory Practice”
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Capacity Building: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Impact 2: Empowered partners


•  Frequency and magnitude of partner involvement 
in other partners’ activities (such as number of 
community members who are engaged in  
researcher’s activities or number of researchers 
who are involved in the creation of public policy)


•  Number of individuals in partnerships who  
speak to government leaders about additional  
health issues


•  Number of individuals in partnerships who run  
for city council or other leadership positions


•  Number of partners who speak at conferences  
on projects of mutual interest to other partners


Example Metrics for Impact 3: Changes in environmental health  
policies and regulation


•  Description of networks and relationships  
developed to influence policy decisions


•  Number of policy and regulatory decision-makers 
identified and/or contacted


•  Description of types of data provided  
to decision-makers


•  Number of responses submitted  
to agency requests for information


•  Number of briefings or town hall meetings  
attended by policy-makers


•  Number of petitions filed


•  Frequency and number of individuals involved  
in changing environmental public health policy 
and regulations


•  Description of institutional, policy  
or legislative changes


•  Description of changes in community  
regulations, ordinances or laws


•  Description of changes in corporate  
or business practices


•  Description of changes in legislation,  
policies and regulation


•  Description of changes in clinical  
practice guidelines







C
a
p
a
c
ity


B
u


il
d
in


g


197


Capacity Building: Summary of Metrics


Example Metrics for Impact 4: Project sustainability


Community Organizations


•  Number of PEPH products used or cited in  
outreach materials developed by the community


•  Number of people not directly involved in the 
PEPH project that are informed of related PEPH 
activities


•  List of community organization members serving 
as principal investigators (PIs) on related grant  
applications and awards


•  Number of local government and  
university partners


•  Letters of support from government  
or university partners


Researchers


•  Number and descriptions of meetings to discuss 
community health concerns


•  Number of communications by community  
organization members to researchers about  
environmental public health concerns


•  Lists of potential future research needs agreed 
upon by partners


•  Number of grants and grant renewals submitted


•  Amount of outside funding received


•  Additional projects and partners


•  Description of shared partnership and  
communication models presented at  
conferences and workshops


Health Professionals


•  Number of courses and workshops attended by 
health professionals about environmental public 
health concerns


•  Number of annual meetings attended to discuss 
community environmental public health concerns


Decision-makers


•  Number of ongoing government environmental 
public health committees


•  Description of sustained involvement  
of governmental and non-governmental  
agencies in areas related to the PEPH project
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Chapter 7: Principles of Evaluation


Introduction
In previous chapters, we provide information about how to develop evaluation metrics for specific aspects of  
environmental public health programs. This chapter provides an overview of basic evaluation principles, including:


•  Logic models


•  Types of evaluations


•  Components of evaluation plans


Readers can apply these principles in the planning and implementation of their environmental public health 
programs to ensure that they are able to document and publicize their successes.


Why evaluate?


Evaluation “involves the systematic collection of information about the activities, characteristics and outcomes 
of programs, personnel, and products…to reduce uncertainties, improve effectiveness and make decisions with 
regard to what those programs, personnel, or products are doing and affecting.” 65 The benefits of evaluations 
include the ability to:


•  Assess effectiveness and impact


•  Determine factors that lead to program success (or failure)


•  Identify areas for program improvement


•  Justify further funding


•  Identify new audiences and applications for projects


When to evaluate?


Evaluations may be undertaken at any time, and they are generally most effective when they are conducted  
as an integral aspect of the program. Evaluations that are conducted throughout a project’s lifespan can provide 
opportunities for program improvement as the program is evolving rather than after it is complete. Ongoing 
evaluations also provide an opportunity to adapt the evaluations to address project goals and objectives that 
may have changed over time. During certain points in a project’s lifecycle, there is value in stepping back to  
examine more fully the operations or impacts of the project. Choosing the right timing depends on the specifics 
of the project and its particular context. Grantees will likely need to balance many factors, including the evaluation 
purpose, scale, cost and program resources, when thinking about the timing of an evaluation.


65  Patton MQ. 1982. Practical Evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 15.
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Metrics in Action 7.1: The Detroit Community-Academic Urban Research Center (URC) 
incorporates evaluations into its overall program planning and development activities. The  
Detroit URC links a university, eight community-based organizations, a city health department 
and a healthcare system to identify problems affecting the health of residents of Detroit, Michigan. 
The partners also promote and conduct interdisciplinary research, which assesses, leverages and  
enhances the resources and strengths of the communities involved. The URC Board conducts its 
work in accordance with a set of Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR) principles  
adopted by the URC Board that foster, for example, equal participation by all partners in all  
aspects of the Center’s activities and recognition that community-based participatory research  
is a collaborative process that is mutually beneficial to all partners involved. The 15 member  
board provides leadership for the group and annually evaluates the partnership and its activities  
in order to assess the extent to which the partnership is following its key principles of collaboration, 
participation and equity. The board uses the evaluation findings to build on successes of the  
program and to share outputs and short-term outcomes with partners. In addition, the findings 
often lead to changes in board activities, policies or research focus. Conducting annual evaluations 
allows the Detroit URC to be responsive to short-term changes and to work towards the best  
possible outcomes.


For more information about the Detroit URC, visit: http://www.detroiturc.org.


Ethical considerations


Because PEPH researchers and evaluators often interact with the community and solicit personal information,  
it is advisable that they understand their legal and moral obligations to human subjects who participate  
in research and the evaluation of that research. This understanding can lead to greater trust by their partners  
and fewer conflicts or misunderstandings down the road. Partners can become familiar with the principles of: 66


• Ethics


• Confidentiality


• Accountability


• Competency


• Relevancy


• Objectivity


• Independence


For example, university researchers must comply with federal laws and follow the guidelines set out by their  
institutional review boards (IRBs).67 When publicizing evaluation findings, partners must remember to keep 
sensitive information confidential and protect the identities of their subjects.


66  For more information, see also, U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). 2007. Government Auditing Standards, July 2007 Revision. 
Available: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07731g.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011]; American Evaluation Association (AEA). 2004. Guiding Principles 
for Evaluators. Available: http://www.eval.org/publications/guidingprinciples.asp  [accessed 16 December 2011].


 67  Penslar RB, Porter JP. 1993. Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) IRB Guidebook. United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). 
Available: http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/archive/irb/irb_guidebook.htm [accessed 15 February 2012].
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Logic Models
This Manual makes extensive use of logic models as an approach to developing metrics. A logic model  
“presents a plausible and sensible model of how the program will work under certain conditions to solve  
identified problems.” 68 It is a framework for showing the relationship between the activities a project conducts 
and the ultimate impacts or outcomes it achieves. Logic models illustrate the key elements of a project, help  
identify the relationships between project activities and goals, and describe the intended impacts and how  
they can be measured. Perhaps most importantly, logic models are a tool for showing the cause-and-effect  
relationships between the project and its goals.69


There are many benefits of using a logic model. The process of developing program logic models may contribute 
to strategic planning by providing partners with a way to build consensus about a project’s purpose and by  
identifying necessary resources. A completed logic model can be a useful tool to illustrate the project design  
and objectives for staff, partners, funders and decision-makers. The logic model can be used as a communication 
tool with both partners and parties external to the project. Finally, logic models can provide a framework for 
identifying metrics to measure project success as well as for identifying areas that need improvements. Such a 
framework can be used to develop an evaluation plan and provide feedback mechanisms for project leadership.


For simplicity (and to enable a greater focus on how to develop project metrics), the logic models described  
in Chapters 2 through 6 of this Manual have focused primarily on activities, outputs and impacts (Figure 7.1). 
However, logic models typically include several other components to further illustrate and describe various  
program processes and characteristics. In this section, we describe inputs, contextual factors and ultimate  
impacts, and we provide examples of how these elements may be useful for project planning and evaluation.


Figure 7.1 Format of the Logic Model Example Used in the PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual


 68  McLaughlin JA, Jordan GB. 1999. Logic Models: A tool for telling your program’s performance story. Eval Program Plann 22(1).


 69  Watson S. 2002. Learning from Logic Models in Out-of-School Time. Harvard Family Research Project.  
Available: http://www.hfrp.org/evaluation/the-evaluation-exchange/issue-archive/evaluating-out-of-school-time/logic-models-in-out-of-school-time  
[accessed 15 February 2012].


Principles of Evaluation: Logic Models



http://www.hfrp.org/evaluation/the-evaluation-exchange/issue-archive/evaluating-out-of-school-time/logic-models-in-out-of-school-time





P
r
in


c
ip


l
e
s
 o


f
 


E
va


l
u


a
tio


n


203


Inputs


Inputs encompass all of the assets available to partners to allow them to accomplish their project goals, and  
they include human, financial, organizational and community resources. Inputs can be tangible, such as a group 
of volunteers or grant funding, or intangible, such as a partnership. They can also be intellectual (ideas), material 
(equipment) and logistical (people’s time). Lastly, inputs may include the major forces that influence the  
organization or program, such as the regulatory framework or political state of affairs. As an example, we  
provide the program logic model for the Community Outreach and Ethics Core (COEC) at the Center for  
Ecogenetics and Environmental Health (CEEH) at the University of Washington (see Figure 7.2).


In this example, environmental health researchers and community members are the human resource inputs.  
The model highlights the role that leveraging and capacity building can play in a PEPH project, demonstrating 
how leveraging community partners and CEEH researchers can lead to increased community and CEEH capacity. 
The methods outlined in Chapters 3 and 6 on leveraging and capacity building provide more information about 
assessing and gathering initial inputs, as well as building upon existing resources.


Figure 7.2 Logic Model of the Community Outreach and Ethics Core (COEC)  
at the University of Washington70


 70  Center for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health (CEEH) at the University of Washington. 2010. CEEH Outreach. 
Available: http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_ceeh.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Principles of Evaluation: Logic Models



http://depts.washington.edu/ceeh/community_ceeh.html





204


P
r
in


c
ip


l
e
s
 o


f
 


E
va


l
u


a
ti


o
n


Contextual factors


Contextual factors describe the economic, social and political environment that might influence the  
implementation or the impacts of the program and are beyond the control of the program staff. Examples  
of contextual factors include a disease outbreak, a storm that disrupts data collection, election results and state 
or federal budget reductions. While program staff cannot control contextual factors, they can anticipate, plan for 
and adapt to them.71


Ultimate impacts
Ultimate impacts refer to the future societal change grantees hope to achieve with a project. These are  
sometimes called long-term outcomes or impacts and can appear decades after project activities have begun. 
They generally fall into two categories: 1) improved human health and well-being and 2) benefit to the economy. 
The ultimate impacts on human health and well-being of a PEPH project could include a decrease in disease  
or other adverse health outcomes associated with environmental health agents. A decrease in adverse  
environmental health hazards and illness may ultimately benefit the economy through a reduction in  
work and school absences, improvement in worker productivity and a decline in health care costs. The  
target population could also reap the ecological benefits of a healthier environment and ecosystem. Figure  
7.3 shows possible impacts stemming from a PEPH project grant in the short-term, mid-term, long-term and  
ultimate time frames.


Arrows
Other important features of logic models that are not included in our simplified version are the arrows that show 
the interactions between the various components of the logic model. The direction and flow of the arrows can be 
adapted to reflect the unique characteristics of each program.


71  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 1999. Framework for program evaluation in public health. MMWR 48(RR-11). 
Available: http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/pdf/rr/rr4811.pdf [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Figure 7.3 Project Evaluation Timeline Showing Examples of Short-term, Mid-term, Long-term  
and Ultimate Impacts72


Use of Logic Models at NIEHS
In recent years, NIEHS has been using logic models to examine the long-term impacts of its investments  
in research grants. For example, a major effort to evaluate the long-term impacts of the NIEHS Asthma 
research portfolio was conducted from 1975 to 2005.73, 74, 75 A complex logic model was developed for 
this purpose (Figure 7.4). This model illustrates the link between NIEHS-funded activities and outputs,  
with the intended ultimate outcome of decreased asthma morbidity and mortality. It also highlights 
immediate outcomes, such as task forces, and intermediate outcomes, such as drug development.  
Contextual conditions (e.g. healthcare financing policies) are presented across the bottom of the  
figure as possible influences on inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes.


72  Adapted from, Ruegg, R. 1999. Assessment of the ATP. In: The Advanced Technology Program, Challenges and Opportunity. 
Washington, DC: National Academy Press. 19.


73  Engel-Cox J, Van Houten B, Phelps J, Rose S. 2008. Conceptual model of comprehensive research metrics for improved human health and environment. 
Environ Health Perspect 116(5): 583-92.  Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2367676/?tool=pubmed  [accessed 16 December 2011].


74  Orians CE, Abed J, Drew CH, Rose SW, Cohen JH, Phelps J. 2009. Scientific and public health impacts of the NIEHS extramural asthma research program: 
Insights from primary data. Res Evaluat 18(5):375-385.
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Figure 7.4 NIEHS Asthma Research Portfolio Logic Model75


The NIEHS Worker Education and Training Program (NIEHS WETP) also uses a logic model to describe its program, 
including the outputs and impacts the project expects to see from grantees (Figure 7.5). The WETP program  
provides occupational safety and health training to workers who handle hazardous materials or respond to 
emergency releases of hazardous materials. There are five training programs:


•  The Hazardous Waste Worker Training Program provides model occupational safety and health training  
for workers who are or may be engaged in activities related to hazardous waste removal, containment  
or chemical emergency response.


•  The Minority Worker Training Program focuses on delivering comprehensive training to disadvantaged inner 
city young adults in order to prepare them for employment in the fields of environmental restoration and 
hazardous materials.


•  The NIEHS/Department of Energy (DOE) Nuclear Worker Training Program trains workers engaged  
in environmental restoration, waste treatment and emergency response at sites in the DOE’s nuclear  
weapons complex.


 75 Liebow E, Phelps J, Van Houten B, Rose S, Orians C, Cohen J, et al. 2009. Toward the assessment of scientific and public health impacts of the 
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences Extramural Asthma Research Program using available data. Environ Health Perspect 117(7). 
Available: http://www.ehponline.org/ambra-doi-resolver/10.1289/ehp.0800476  [accessed 15 February 2012].
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• The Hazmat Disaster Preparedness Training Program enhances the safety and health training of current  
hazardous materials workers and chemical responders and augments prevention and preparedness efforts  
in a wide variety of high-risk settings.


• The Advanced Training Technology Program focuses on the development of training products for health  
and safety training for hazardous materials workers, emergency responders and skilled support personnel.


Nonprofit training centers perform the actual training with the help of a NIEHS grant, but NIEHS WETP 
evaluates each of the five overall programs. To assess their progress, the WETP program conducts 
annual evaluations focusing on training and job placement as key indicators of success, and it publishes 
the results. NIEHS uses evaluation to ensure that the independent training centers are achieving their 
intended outputs and impacts.


Principles of Evaluation: Logic Models


To see examples of evaluation reports from WETP training programs, visit:  
http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/index.cfm?id=92


Figure 7.5 NIEHS WETP’s Logic Model of its Evaluation of Inputs, Activities, Outputs and Impacts
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Types of Evaluation
Grantees may conduct evaluations for a variety of reasons. Different types of evaluations can be used to  
answer different types of questions.76 The descriptions below provide an overview of four of the primary 
types of evaluations.


PROCESS EVALUATION


This form of evaluation assesses the extent 
to which a program is operating as it was 
intended. It typically assesses program  
activities’ conformance to statutory  
and regulatory requirements, program  
design and professional standards  
or customer expectations.


IMPACT EVALUATION


Impact evaluation is a form of outcome 
evaluation that assesses the net effect of a 
program by comparing program outcomes 
with an estimate of what would have  
happened in the absence of the program. 
This form of evaluation is employed to  
isolate the program’s contribution  
to achievement of its objectives when  
external factors are known to influence  
the program’s outcomes.


OUTCOME EVALUATION


This form of evaluation assesses the  
extent to which a program achieves its 
outcome-oriented objectives. It focuses  
on outputs and outcomes (including  
unintended effects) to judge program  
effectiveness but may also assess program 
process to understand how outcomes  
are produced.


COST-BENEFIT AND  
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSES


These analyses compare a program’s  
outputs or outcomes with the costs 
(resources expended) to produce them. 
When applied to existing programs, they 
are also considered a form of program 
evaluation. Cost-effectiveness analysis 
assesses the cost of meeting a single goal 
or objective and can be used to identify 
the least costly alternative for meeting 
that goal. Cost-benefit analysis aims to 
identify all relevant costs and benefits, 
usually expressed in dollar terms.


 76  U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). 2011. Performance measurement and evaluation. GAO 11-646SP.
Available: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11646sp.pdf  [accessed 15 February 2012].
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Planning an Evaluation
After identifying the intended activities, outputs and impacts of a program, grantees should have the information 
necessary to begin planning an effective program evaluation. An evaluation plan provides a formal opportunity 
for grantees to document the steps they will take to conduct a program evaluation.


An evaluation plan typically includes descriptions of the following:


• Purpose of program


• Partner assessment


• Evaluation goals


• Evaluation questions


• Data collection plans


• Data analysis plans


• Dissemination and reporting activities


• Other evaluation products


• Timeline and budget


• Staff responsible for each evaluation activity


In the next section, we provide more details about data collection, data analysis, and reporting  
and dissemination.


Principles of Evaluation: Planning an Evaluation


For sample evaluation plans, check out the following sources:  
http://managementhelp.org/evaluatn/chklist.htm 
http://www.epa.gov/evaluate/pdf/evalworksheet.pdf 
http://www.wmich.edu/evalctr/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/plans_operations1.pdf 


Data collection
Data can be categorized as either qualitative or quantitative.  
Qualitative data are descriptions of the characteristics of that which 
is being analyzed. Qualitative data are often collected in open-ended 
questions, feedback surveys or summary reports. Qualitative data  
provide valuable and insightful data but can be difficult to compare,  
reproduce and generalize. Quantitative data are numerical or statistical 
values used to express the quantities of a variable. This type of data is 
relatively easy to store and manage and can be generalized and  
reproduced, but it usually fails to provide a complete picture of  
a program.


A mixed-methods  
approach that combines 
quantitative and  
qualitative data can  
provide a more complete 
picture of a program.



http://managementhelp.org/evaluatn/chklist.htm

http://www.epa.gov/evaluate/pdf/evalworksheet.pdf

http://www.wmich.edu/evalctr/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/plans_operations1.pdf
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When conducting an evaluation, partners can use different types of evidence: logs and documents directly  
associated with their project, data gathered from community members or other participants, research from  
external sources and environmental and health data. Some examples of data sources for each type of evidence  
are presented below (see Table 7.1). Data collection can be performed by partners or obtained from external 
sources. For example, partners can personally gather health data on the incidence of a particular disease in  
their community or obtain external government statistics from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC). Likewise, community members can conduct their own environmental study or use data collected by other  
organizations, such as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), National Institute for Occupational Safety  
and Health (NIOSH), etc.


Data analysis
Data analysis plans provide an opportunity for  
grantees to think about what methods they are  
going to use to answer the evaluation questions.  
Content analysis, social network analysis and  
bibliometric analyses are methods grantees can  
use to organize and understand qualitative data. 
Often basic spreadsheet and word-processing  
software are all that is needed to conduct qualitative 
analyses. However, specialized qualitative analysis 
software such as Atlas.ti and NVivo are available to 
help organize and code data. Qualitative data can  
be analyzed on a case-study basis where each  
subject is analyzed and understood on its own,  
or by grouping similar “subjects” together.


Principles of Evaluation: Planning an Evaluation


For a list of currently available  
software and links to developer  
websites, see American Evaluation  
Association, “Qualitative Software,” 
http://www.eval.org/Resources/QDA.asp.


See also U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO), “Quantitative Data Analysis: An 
Introduction,” Report to Program Evaluation 
and Methodology Division, May 1992, http://
www.gao.gov/special.pubs/pe10111.pdf.



http://www.eval.org/Resources/QDA.asp

http://www.gao.gov/special.pubs/pe10111.pdf

http://www.gao.gov/special.pubs/pe10111.pdf

http://www.gao.gov/special.pubs/pe10111.pdf
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Table 7.1 Examples of Data Sources for Evaluations


Principles of Evaluation: Planning an Evaluation


Type of Data Sources Examples of Data Sources


Project Logs Lists of partners/attendees at meetings 
Activity reports 
Meeting summaries 
Video and tape recordings


Project Documents Study questions 
Logic model 
Project plan 
Quarterly/annual reports 
Governance agreements/documents 
Budget documents 
Educational products from project


Data Collected  
during Project


Diaries or field notes 
Forms 
Surveys 
Interviews 
Anecdotal evidence/stories 
Observations 
Behavioral data


Research from  
External Sources


Official records 
Letters 
Newspaper accounts 
Published data 
Ethnographies 
Oral histories


Environmental Exposure to environmental toxins 
Water quality data 
Air quality data


Health Incidence/prevalence of diseases or injuries 
Health-related behavior, knowledge and skills
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Quantitative analysis describes any method for organizing or understanding numerical data.  
Examples of quantitative analysis methods include:


• Descriptive statistics
• Linear models
• Correlations and regressions
• Return on investments


As with qualitative analysis, a basic spreadsheet program is all that is needed to answer most quantitative  
evaluation questions. However, software such as SAS, SPSS, and STATA are useful for conducting more complex 
statistical analyses.


Metrics in Action 7.2 provides an example from a PEPH program that incorporates both qualitative  
and quantitative data analysis.


Principles of Evaluation: Planning an Evaluation


Metrics in Action 7.2: The University of Texas Medical Branch-Galveston (UTMB) Center 
to Eliminate Health Disparities, in conjunction with NIEHS COEC and the Community In-Power 
Development Association, Inc. (CIDA) of Port Arthur, Texas, uses data analysis to develop and apply  
a cumulative risk framework to address the community’s environmental justice concerns. The Center  
partners initially focused on merging environmental and social determinants of health into a single,  
integrated assessment. Researchers used the following data sources:


• Census data


• Aggregated Texas Department of State  
Health Services health data


• EPA Toxics Release Inventory and Texas Commission  
on Environmental Quality monitoring data


•  Occupational Safety and Health Administration  
(OSHA) safety data 


•  Documentation of industrial accidents,  
explosions and flaring


•  Results of community symptom surveys, community interviews, focus groups and arts-based 
popular education and communication interventions


•  Maps of key indicators of environmental and social risk using a geographic information system  
and community-mapping workshops 


Initial results show that multiple stressors and health disparities disproportionately affect West Port  
Arthur, and residents in this area are exposed to significant cumulative risk burdens. The use of both  
qualitative and quantitative data analysis allowed the Center researchers to accurately map a range  
of indicators of the community’s overall risk burden.


For more information on the Center to Eliminate Health Disparities, visit: http://www.utmb.edu/cehd/.


Children playing in municipal park next to chemical 
refineries in Port Arthur, Texas. Photo by H. Kelley



http://www.utmb.edu/cehd/

http://www.afscme.org
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Reporting and dissemination


Evaluation findings can support actions to improve PEPH projects by identifying strengths and weaknesses  
or suggesting modifications to underlying organizational systems. Demonstrating the effectiveness of a PEPH 
project via an evaluation can result in improved accountability, quality control or increased project scope or  
funding. Evaluations can lead to the generation of new and enhanced knowledge and theories specifically for 
environmental public health, or more broadly for human and organizational development. Finally, evaluation 
findings can inspire policy changes affecting a population far beyond the original scope of the PEPH project.


Once the project has been evaluated, it is important to consider what to do with the findings. PEPH partners 
might want to ensure that the use of the evaluation is consistent with the original purpose of the project.77 
For example, if partners choose to evaluate the impact an education program has had on different community 
groups, they could share their findings not just with the funding agency, but also with those very community 
groups. This could end up furthering the original program goal of education while disseminating the results. 
Sharing results could also lead to the improvement of projects other than the one under direct evaluation.78 
In planning to share evaluation results, partners can ask:


•  What did partners learn from the project evaluation?


•  Who might be interested in these results?


•  How should the project’s accomplishments be reported?


•  How can the partners use these results to improve the program? Do the partners need to change  
project activities and objectives?


•  How can the partners use the results to secure additional funding?


•  How would the partners use these results to assess impacts over a longer time frame?


•  What cultural or confidentiality issues do the partners need to address?


77  Frechtling J. 2002. The 2002 User Friendly Handbook for Project Evaluation. Arlington, VA: The National Science Foundation, Division of Research, 
Evaluation, and Communication. 71-2. Available: http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2002/nsf02057/nsf02057.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


78 Barnes, H, Jordan G. 2006. EERE Guide for Managing General Program Evaluation Studies: Getting the Information You Need. 
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis. 57.  
Available: http://www1.eere.energy.gov/ba/pba/pdfs/evaluation_mgmt_guide_final_2006.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Principles of Evaluation: Planning an Evaluation



http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2002/nsf02057/nsf02057.pdf

http://www1.eere.energy.gov/ba/pba/pdfs/evaluation_mgmt_guide_final_2006.pdf





214


P
r
in


c
ip


l
e
s
 o


f
 


E
va


l
u


a
ti


o
n


Principles of Evaluation: Planning an Evaluation


Metrics in Action 7.3: Researchers at the Columbia Center for Children’s Environmental Health 
(CCCEH) evaluated the effectiveness of using integrated pest management (IPM) to reduce both pest 
infestation (cockroaches) and insecticide exposure after documenting widespread exposure to 
insecticides among pregnant inner-city women in Harlem, New York. The IPM program uses a  
variety of methods, including professional cleaning, sealing of pest entry points, application of  
low-toxicity pesticides and education. The evaluation revealed that pest levels significantly decreased 
in the IPM intervention households, but not in the control households. Likewise, levels of pyrethroid 
insecticides in indoor air samples were significantly lower in intervention households than in control 
households (Figure 7.6). Furthermore, researchers detected the presence of insecticides in blood 
samples of mothers in the control group, but not in the IPM intervention group. The evaluation 
successfully demonstrated the effectiveness of using IPM to reduce pest infestation and insecticide 
exposure during pregnancy. The researchers then published their results in Environmental Health 
Perspectives to disseminate the findings to the academic community. They also educated the 
residents of Harlem on the risks of pesticides for pregnant women and ways to mitigate these risks 
using IPM. By reporting the results of their evaluation and performing outreach, the CCCEH shared 
its best practices with others. 


Figure 7.6 Cockroach Infestation Levels (left: A) and the Use of Piperonyl Butoxide (right: B)  
in 2-Week Integrated Air Samples


For more information about the CCCEH, visit: http://www.cumc.columbia.edu/dept/mailman/ccceh.


Additional Resources


The intent of this chapter is to provide a broad overview of evaluation practice, but it is by no means  
comprehensive. See Appendix 4 for additional resources and publications concerning:


• General program evaluations


• Environmental health and health program evaluations


• Logic models


• Evaluation tools


• Process evaluations


• Outcome evaluations


• Online databases



http://www.cumc.columbia.edu/dept/mailman/ccceh

http://www.afscme.org
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Appendix 1: Methodology
A team of program staff in the Division of Extramural Research and Training at NIEHS worked closely with the  
Science and Technology Policy Institute (STPI) to develop the Partnerships for Environmental Public Health  
Evaluation Metrics Manual. 


In 2008, the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) created PEPH as a network to promote 
greater interaction among grantees with a common focus on environmental public health. Grantees who are 
considered part of the PEPH program received funding from 17 different funding mechanisms  
or opportunities: 


• Breast Cancer and the Environment Research Program (BCERP)


• Centers for Children’s Environmental Health and Disease Prevention Research


• Centers for Population Health and Health Disparities


• Environmental Health Sciences Core Centers


• Environmental Justice Program (EJ)


• Obesity and the Built Environment


• Research to Action (R2A)


• Superfund Basic Research Program (SRP)


• Worker Education and Training Program (WETP)


• American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA): STEM Education


• ARRA: Capacity Building


• ARRA: Community-linked Infrastructure


• Ethical, Legal, and Social Implications of Genomic Research


• NIH Partners in Research


• Community Participation Research Targeting the Medically Underserved


• Community Participation in Research


• Understanding and Promoting Health Literacy


We reviewed these programs and identified five cross-cutting program areas:


(1) Partnerships


(2) Leveraging


(3) Products and dissemination


(4) Education and training


(5) Capacity building for communities, researchers, health care professionals and decision-makers 


In 2009 and 2010, the team conducted literature reviews on these five program areas to identify metrics that  
have been used to evaluate them. Materials reviewed included NIEHS program documents, journal articles  
and evaluation manuals, as well as grantee websites, documents, and outreach and engagement materials.


Appendix 1: Methodology







217


A
p
p
e
n


d
ic


e
s


The STPI team then developed standard interview protocols around partnerships, communication and  
capacity building and conducted a series of interviews and focus groups with NIEHS staff and PEPH  
grantees. NIEHS identified nine potential respondents with a broad spectrum of programmatic experience  
(see Appendices 2 and 3). The team worked together to develop logic models for each of the program areas. 
Based on the literature reviews, grantee materials and input, we identified evaluation metrics for each activity, 
output and impact listed, as well as common strategies grantees can use to collect relevant data for the metrics. 
Almost every metric also includes a narrative that illustrates the “metric in action,” a real world example of how  
a grantee measured a specific activity, output or impact. 


In October 2010, the NIEHS published the draft Manual on the PEPH website. Throughout the fall and winter 
NIEHS staff presented the draft Manual at grantee meetings, scientific meetings, invited sessions and webinars 
(see list below). We sought comments from a wide range of stakeholders including grantees, federal and  
state government agencies, public health practitioners, and other NIH institutes. We estimate that over  
350 individuals participated in the sessions. During the and Summer and Fall of 2011, comments received  
were discussed and incorporated into the final version of the Manual. 


Outreach venues Meeting at which NIEHS staff presented the Manual:


 • Superfund Grantee meeting (October, 2010)


 • Worker training program meeting (October 2010)


 • P30 Core Centers meeting (October 2010) 


 • Children’s Centers meeting (October 2010)


 • Breast Cancer and the Environment Research Centers Grantee meeting (November 2010)


 • American Evaluation Association Annual Meeting (November 2010)


 • Society for Risk Analysis Annual Meeting (December 2010)


 • NIEHS/EPA/Public Launch (January 2011)


 • Association of State and Territorial Health Officials, Environmental Health Director’s Monthly Call (January 2011)


 • NCI Evaluation Special Interest Group (January 2011)


 • NIAID Evaluation Seminar (January 2011)


 • PEPH Grantee Webinar (January 2011)


 • NIH-wide Evaluation Special Interest Group (February 2011)


 • NIAID Evaluation Work Group (February 2011)


 • EPA Webinar  (February and March 2011)


 • NAEHS Council (February 2011)


 • CDC Evaluation Workgroup (February 2011)
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Appendix 2: NIEHS Staff Discussants and Discussion Dates
Anderson, Beth, Program Analyst, Superfund Research Program, Division of Extramural Research and Training, 
NIEHS; August 11, 2009.


Beard, Sharon D., Industrial Hygienist, Worker Education and Training Program, Division of Extramural Research 
and Training, NIEHS; August 13, 2009.


Collman, Gwen, Interim Director, Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS; September 9, 2009.


Dilworth, Caroline, Health Science Administrator, Susceptibility and Population Health Branch, 
Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS; August 19, 2009.


Gray, Kimberly, Program Administrator, Susceptibility and Population Health Branch, 
Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS; September 18, 2009.


Humble, Michael, Health Science Administrator, Cellular, Organ Systems, and Pathobiology Branch, 
Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS; September 9, 2009.


Lawler, Cindy, Program Administrator, Cellular, Organ Systems, and Pathobiology Branch, 
Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS; September 3, 2009.


O’Fallon, Liam, Program Administrator, Susceptibility and Population Health Branch, 
Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS; August 28, 2009.
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Appendix 3: Subject Expert Discussants and Discussion Dates
Anderson, Henry; State Health Official, Wisconsin Division of Public Health, Department of Health Services; 
November 30, 2009.


Brody, Julia; Executive Director, Silent Spring Institute; November 10, 2009.


Carpenter, Hillary; Division of Environmental Health, Minnesota Department of Health; November 20, 2009.


Fryer-Edwards, Kelly; Associate Professor, Department of Bioethics and Humanities at the University of 
Washington School of Medicine; November 20, 2009.


Gray, Kathleen; Director, Environmental Resource Program, UNC-Chapel Hill; November 19, 2009.


Hricko, Andrea; Associate Professor of Clinical Preventive Medicine, University of Southern California; 
November 19, 2009.


Israel, Barbara; Professor, Department of Health Behavior and Health Education, University of Michigan; 
November 23, 2009. 


Kiefer, Matt; Prevention and Intervention Core Leader, Pacific Northwest Agricultural Safety and Health Center; 
November 10, 2009.


Kyle, Amy; School of Public Heath, University of California Berkeley; November 18, 2009.


Lewis, Johnnye; Director, Community Outreach and Education Program, University of New Mexico; 
November 10, 2009.


McCauley, Linda; Dean, Emory University Nell Hodgson Woodruff School of Nursing; November 20, 2009.


McQuiston, Thomas; Tony Mazzocchi Center for Health, Safety and Environmental Education; November 17, 2009.


Miller, Pamela; Director, Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT); November 20, 2009.


Mirer, Frank; Associate Professor, Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences, City University of New York, 
Hunter School; November 20, 2009.


Osterberg, David; Associate Clinical Professor, Department of Occupational and Environmental Health, 
University of Iowa; November 20, 2009.


Sattler, Barbara; Professor, University of Maryland School of Nursing; December 2, 2009.


Serrell, Nancy; Director of Outreach, Dartmouth College; November 17, 2009.


Slatin, Craig; Associate Professor and Department Chair, Community Health and Sustainability, 
University of Massachusetts Lowell; December 1, 2009.


Wilson, Omega; President, West End Revitalization Association, November 16, 2009.


Wilson, Sacoby; Assistant Research Professor Institute for Families in Society, University of South Carolina; 
November 23, 2009.


Witherspoon, Nsedu; Executive Director, Children’s Environmental Health Network (CEHN); November 23, 2009.


Wright, Beverly; Director, Deep South Center on Environmental Justice, Dillard University; December 3, 2009.
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Appendix 4: Additional Evaluation Resources
The references in this appendix provide further information on the topics discussed in the Partnerships for  
Environmental Public Health Evaluation Metrics Manual. Sections include:


 • General program evaluation


 • Environmental health and health program evaluation


 • Logic modeling


 • Evaluation tools


 • Process evaluation


 • Impact/outcomes evaluation


 • Online databases


 • Partnership and coalition assessment resources


 • Capacity building resources


 • Bibliometric analyses


This list of references is meant to be informative, not prescriptive, and it does not preclude the use of other  
resources. NIEHS is interested in keeping the list of resources as current and complete as possible. Any  
suggestions for additional resources are greatly appreciated and should be sent to peph@nieh.nih.gov.


General Program Evaluation


1.  Barnes, H, Jordan G. Office of Planning, Budget and Analysis. 2006. EERE Guide for Managing General  
 Program Evaluation Studies: Getting the Information You Need. Prepared for the Office of Energy Efficiency  
 and Renewable Energy (EERE). Available:  
 http://www1.eere.energy.gov/ba/pba/pdfs/evaluation_mgmt_guide_final_2006.pdf 
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


2.  Boulmetis J and Dutwin P. 2005. The ABCs of Evaluation: Timeless Techniques for Program and  
 Project Managers, 2nd Edition, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.


3.  Chen HT. 2005. Practical Program Evaluation: Assessing and Improving Planning, Implementation,  
 and Effectiveness, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 


4.  Fitzpatrick JL, Sanders JR, and Worthen BR. 2003. Program Evaluation: Alternative Approaches and  
 Practical Guidelines, 3rd edition, Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 


5.  Kellogg Foundation, W.K. Kellogg Foundation Evaluation Handbook. Available:  
http://www.wkkf.org/knowledge-center/resources/2010/W-K-Kellogg-Foundation-Evaluation-Handbook.aspx 
[accessed 16 December 2011].


6.  Patton MQ. 2008. Utilization-Focused Evaluation. 4th edition, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.


7.  Rossi PH, Lipsey MW, Freeman HE. 2003, Evaluation: A Systematic Approach, 7th edition, Thousand Oaks, CA:   
 Sage Publications, Inc.
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8.  Russ-Eft DR and Preskill H. 2001. Evaluation in Organizations: A Systematic Approach to Enhancing Learning,  
 Performance, and Change, Cambridge, MA: Perseus Books Group.


9.  9. U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). 2007. Government Auditing Standards.  
 Available: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d07731g.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011]. 


10. Weiss C. 1997. Theory-based evaluation: Past, present, and future. In Progress and Future Directions in  
 Evaluation: Perspectives in Theory, Practice and Methods, New Directions for Program Evaluation (Rog D  
 and Founier Deds.), San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.


11. Frechtling J. 2002. The National Science Foundation, Division of Research, Evaluation, and Communication.  
 The 2002 User Friendly Handbook for Project Evaluation. Available:   
 http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2002/nsf02057/nsf02057.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


12. Wholey JS, Hatry HP, Newcomer KE (eds). 2004. Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation, 2nd edition. 
 San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.


Environmental Health and Health Program Evaluation


13. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Office of the  
 Assistant Secretary for Health, Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion. 1988. Program Evaluation  
 Handbook: Smoking Cessation, Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 


14. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Office of the  
 Director, Office of Strategy and Innovation. 2005. Introduction to Program Evaluation for Public Health  
 Programs: A Self-Study Guide. Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 


15. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency for Toxic Substances and  
 Disease Registry, Division of Health Education. 1994. Guidelines for Planning and Evaluating Environmental  
 Health Education Programs, Atlanta, GA: Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.


16. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, National Institutes of Health, National Institute of  
 Environmental Health Sciences. Worker Training Program and its Awardees and National Clearinghouse  
 for Worker Safety and Health Training for Hazardous Material, Waste Operations, and Emergency Response.  
 1997. Resource Guide for Evaluating Worker Training: A focus on safety and health.


17. Drew CH, van Duivenboden J, and Bonnefoy X. 2000. Guidelines for Evaluation of Environmental Health  
 Services. World Health Organization. WHO Regional Publications, European Series No 90. Available:   
 http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/98292/E71502.pdf   [accessed 16 December 2011].


Logic Modeling


18. Frechtling JA. 2007. Logic Modeling Methods in Program Evaluation. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.


19. Greenfield VA, Williams VL, Eiseman E. 2006. Using Logic Models for Strategic  
 Planning and Evaluation. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. Available:  
 http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/2006/RAND_TR370.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Appendix 4: Additional Evaluation Resources


20. Harris J. 2001. Logic models in real life: After school at the YWCA of Asheville.  
 The Evaluation Exchange, vol. VII, no. 2, pp. 13-14. Available:  
 http://www.hfrp.org/var/hfrp/storage/original/application/54215cb424759345fe597991d399c466.pdf 
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


21. McLaughlin JA and Jordan GB. 1999. Logic models: A tool for telling your program’s performance story.  
 Evaluation and Program Planning, vol. 22, no. 1.


22. W.K. Kellogg Foundation. 2004. Logic Model Development Guide. Available: http://www.wkkf.org/knowledge-
center/resources/2006/02/WK-Kellogg-Foundation-Logic-Model-Development-Guide.aspx 


 [accessed 16 December 2011].


23. Watson S. 2002. Learning from logic models in out-of-school time.  
 Harvard Family Research Project. Available: 
 http://www.hfrp.org/publications-resources/browse-our-publications/learning-from-logic-models-in-out-of-school-time  
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


Evaluation Tools


24. American Evaluation Association. Qualitative Software. Available:   
 http://www.eval.org/Resources/QDA.asp  [accessed 16 December 2011].


25. Greene J. 2008. Chapter 33: Qualitative Program Evaluation. Collecting and Interpreting Qualitative Materials,  
 3rd edition, (Denzin NK, Lincoln YS, eds). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 


26. Sanderson PM and Fisher C. 1994. Exploratory sequential data analysis: Foundations. Human-Computer  
 Interaction, vol. 9, no. 3: 251-317.


27. Schonlau M, Fricker RD Jr, Elliott M. 2002. Conducting Research Surveys  
 via E-mail and the Web, Santa Monica, CA: RAND. Available:   
 http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1480/index.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


28. U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO). 1992. Quantitative data analysis: An introduction.  
 Report to Program Evaluation and Methodology Division. Available:   
 http://www.gao.gov/special.pubs/pe10111.pdf   [accessed 16 December 2011].


29. Yin RK. 2009. Case Study Research: Design and Methods 4th Ed., Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.


Process Evaluation


30. Melanie JB, Emshoff JG. 2002. Workshop for Designing a Process Evaluation. Available:  
 http://health.state.ga.us/pdfs/ppe/Workbook%20for%20Designing%20a%20Process%20Evaluation.pdf 
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


31. Saunders RP, Evans MH, Joshi P. 2005. Developing a process-evaluation plan for assessing health promotion  
 program implementation: A how-to guide. Health Promotion Practice, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 134-47.


32. World Health Organization (WHO). 2000. Workbook 4: Process Evaluations. Available:  
 http://www.unodc.org/docs/treatment//process_evaluation.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Appendix 4: Additional Evaluation Resources


Impact/Outcomes Evaluation


33. Hatry HP. 2007. Performance Measurement: Getting Results, 2nd Ed., Baltimore, MD: Urban Institute Press. 


34. Hatry HP and Kopczynski M. 1997. Guide to Program Outcome Measurement for the US Department  
 of Education. Urban Institute Research Paper. Available: http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED407444.pdf 
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


35. Mullen EJ, Magnabosco JL, eds., 1997. Outcomes Measurement in the Human Services, Washington, DC:  
 NASW Press.


36. Plantz MC, Greenway MT, Hendricks M. 1997. Outcome measurement: Showing results in the nonprofit  
 sector. New Directions for Evaluation, no. 75, pp. 15-30.


Online Databases


37. Centers for Disease Control Evaluation Working Group. Available: http://www.cdc.gov/eval/index.htm 
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


38. Free Resources for Program Evaluation and Social Research Methods. Available:  
 http://gsociology.icaap.org/methods/  [accessed 16 December 2011].


39. United Way Outcome Measurement Resource Network. Available:   
 http://www.nationalserviceresources.org/filemanager/download/ProgramMgmt/Outcome_Measurement_
 Showing_Results_Nonprofit_Sector.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].


40. Web Center for Social Research Methods. Available: http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


41. World Bank. Available:  http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/nonie/index.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Partnership and Coalition Assessment Resources


42. Renn O, Webler T, et al. 1995. Fairness and competence in citizen participation: evaluating models  
 for environmental discourse, Kluwer Academic. Chapter 3.


43. Arnstein SR. 1969. A ladder of citizen participation. JAIP, Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 216-224.


44. National Network for Collaboration. 1995. Collaboration Framework-Addressing Community Capacity.  
 Available:  http://crs.uvm.edu/nnco/collab/framework.html  [accessed 16 December 2011].


Capacity Building Resources


45. Nonaka I. 1991. The knowledge creating company. Harvard Business Review, 69, pp. 96–104. Available:   
 http://hbr.harvardbusiness.org/2007/07/the-knowledge-creating-company/es  [accessed 16 December 2011].


46. Alavi M, Leidner DE. 1999. Knowledge management systems: issues, challenges, and benefits.  
 Communications of the AIS, 1 (2). Available: http://portal.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=374117  
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


47. McAdam R, McCreedy S. 2000. A critique Of knowledge management: Using a social constructionist  
 model. New Technology, Work and Employment, 15 (2). Available:  
 http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=239247  [accessed 16 December 2011].
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48. Thompson MPA, Walsham G. 2004. Placing knowledge management in context. Journal of Management  
 Studies, 41 (5): 725–747. Available:  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=559300  
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


49. Laverack G and Labonte R. 2000. A planning framework for community empowerment goals within health  
 promotion. Health Policy and Planning, vol. 15, no. 3, pp.259. 


Bibliometric Analyses


50. Sharif I, Nason E, Marjanovic S, and Grant J. 2009. Bibliometrics as a tool for supporting prospective R&D  
 decision-making in the health sciences: Strengths, weaknesses and options for future development.  
 RAND Technical Report. Available: http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR685/  
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


51. Pendlebury DA. 2008. White Paper: Using Bibliometrics in Evaluating Research. Available:  
 http://isiwebofknowledge.com/media/pdf/UsingBibliometricsinEval_WP.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011]. 


52. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2007. Bibliometric Analysis for the U.S. Environmental Protection  
 Agency/Office of Research and Development’s Air (Particulate Matter, Ozone, Air Toxics, and Indoor Air)  
 Research Program. Available:  http://www.epa.gov/airscience/pdf/Air-Bibliometric-Analysis-Sept-07.pdf   
 [accessed 16 December 2011]. 


53. Soteriades ES, Falagas ME. 2006. A bibliometric analysis in the fields of preventive medicine, occupational  
 and environmental medicine, epidemiology, and public health. BMC Public Health 6: 301 


54. Tarkowski SM. 2007. Environmental health research in Europe: Bibliometric analysis. European Journal of  
 Public Health, 17, Supplement 1:14-8. 


Social Media (Because this is an emerging field, resources include blogs and other non-peer reviewed sources.)


55. Owyang J. 2010. Altimeter Report: Social Marketing Analytics. Available:  
 http://www.slideshare.net/jeremiah_owyang/altimeter-report-social-marketing-analytics
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


56. Social Marketing Quarterly. 2011. Social Marketing Framework. Available: 
 http://www.socialmarketingquarterly.com/planning-and-evaluating-digital-media-campaigns-public-sector
 [accessed 16 December 2011].


57. Paine KD. 2011. PR Measurement Blog. Available: http://kdpaine.blogs.com/  [accessed 16 December 2011].


58. 2nd European Summit on Measurement. 2010. Barcelona Declaration of Measurement Principles. Available:  
 http://www.instituteforpr.org/wp-content/uploads/BarcelonaPrinciplesSlides.pdf  [accessed 16 December 2011].
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Appendix 6: List of Examples


 Chapter Section Example Organization PEPH Program


Appendix 6: List of Examples by Chapter


2: Partnerships Activity 1:  
Identify partners


2.1 University of Cincinnati Research to Action


2: Partnerships Activity 2:  
Build relationships  
with partners


2.2 Alaska Community Action  
on Toxics: Quarterly Board 
Meetings


Environmental Justice


2: Partnerships N/A N/A University of Kentucky  
Kentucky Research  
Consortium for Energy  
and Environment


Superfund Research  
Program


2: Partnerships Activity 3:  
Involve partners


2.3 Marine Resources for  
Future Generations


EHS Core Centers COEC


2: Partnerships Activity 4:  
Communicate 
clearly with  
partners


2.4 The Silent Spring Institute Environmental Justice


2: Partnerships Output 1:  
Multi-directional  
communication  
with partners


2.5 Deep South Center for  
Environmental Justice:  
Communiversity


Worker Education  
and Training Program


2: Partnerships Output 3:  
Translation  
of scientific  
findings among  
partners


2.6 Superfund Research  
Translation Core at University  
of California, Berkeley


Superfund Research  
Program


2: Partnerships Output 4:  
Community 
involvement in 
research


2.7 Together for Agricultural  
Safety Project


CBPR


2: Partnerships Impact 2:  
Increased  
awareness of  
issues and research  
processes


2.8 University of New Mexico  
Community Outreach  
and Education Program


EHS Core Centers COEC


2: Partnerships Impact 3:  
Expanded research  
collaborations


2.9 Detroit  
Community-Academic Urban 
Research Center


Children’s EH Centers


2: Partnerships Case Study Case 
Study


Community Environmental 
Health Program of the  
University of New Mexico


EHS Core Centers COEC
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 Chapter Section Example Organization PEPH Program


3: Leveraging Activity 1:  
Leveraging  
infrastructure  
and funding


3.1 International Chemical  
Workers Union Council Center 
for Worker Health and Safety 
Education


Worker Education  
and Training Program


3: Leveraging Activity 1:  
Leveraging  
infrastructure  
and funding


3.2 West Harlem  
Environmental Action 


Environmental Justice


3: Leveraging Output 1:  
Raised awareness 
and interest


3.3 West End Revitalization  
Association


Partners in Research


3: Leveraging Output 2:  
Increased  
project scope


3.4 Somerville Immigrant  
Worker Health Project


Environmental Justice


3: Leveraging Impact 1:  
Broader reach


3.5 Environmental Health  
Coalition Clean Air for  
Barrio Children’s Health


Environmental Justice


3: Leveraging Impact 3:  
Sustainability


3.6 Children’s Environmental  
Health Network


Not affiliated


3: Leveraging Case Study Case 
Study


Environmental Health Sciences 
Core at the University of  
Southern California


EHS Core Centers: COEC


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Activity 2:  
Develop message 
content and format


4.1 Dartmouth Toxic  
Metals Research  
Program’s Research  
and Translation Core


Superfund Research 
Program


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Activity 3:  
Disseminate  
messages


4.2 Southern California  
Environmental Health  
Sciences Center  
Community Outreach  
and Education Program


EHS Core Center: COEC


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Output 1:  
Findings  
communicated  
in various products


4.3 University of California,  
San Diego’s Superfund  
Research Program


Superfund Research 
Program


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Output 1:  
Findings  
communicated  
in various products


4.4 Bay Area Breast Cancer and the 
Environment Research Center/ 
Zero Breast Cancer


Breast Cancer and the 
Environment


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Output 2:  
Access to messages


4.5 Outreach Core and  
Research Translation  
Core of Duke University  
Superfund Research Center


Superfund Research 
Program
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 Chapter Section Example Organization PEPH Program


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Output 3:  
Multi-directional  
communication 
and engaged 
partners


4.6 Aberdeen Area Tribal  
Chairman’s Health Board  
and University of Iowa  
Environmental Health  
Sciences Research Center


EHS Core Centers COEC


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Impact 1:  
Awareness  
of messages


4.7 The Michigan State  
University Breast Cancer and 
Environment Research Center


Breast Cancer and  
the Environment


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Impact 2:  
Ability to act  
on messages


4.8 Alaska Community  
Action on Toxics


Environmental Justice


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Impact 3:  
Communication of 
messages to others


4.9 University of Cincinnati Center 
for Environmental Genetics


EHS Core Centers COEC


4: Products and 
Dissemination


Case Study Case 
Study


Asian Communities for  
Reproductive Justice


Environmental Justice


5: Education  
and Training


Activity 1:  
Identify training 
needs


5.1 Society for Occupational and 
Environmental Health


Not affiliated


5: Education  
and Training


Activity 2:  
Develop and test 
programs and 
materials


5.2 American Federation  
of State, County and  
Municipal Employees


Worker Education and 
Training Program


5: Education  
and Training


Activity 3:  
Conduct training  
programs


5.3 Brownfield’s Minority Worker 
Training Program: Increasing 
Awareness on the Worksite


Worker Education and 
Training Program


5: Education  
and Training


Activity 3:  
Conduct training  
programs


5.4 Western Region  
Universities Consortium


Worker Education and 
Training Program


5: Education  
and Training


Activity 4:  
Revise approach, 
program or  
materials as needed


5.5 Hazardous Materials Training 
and Research Institute


Worker Education and 
Training Program


5: Education  
and Training


Output 1:  
Training curricula  
or programs


5.6 Baylor College  
of Medicine


Science Education


5: Education  
and Training


Output 2:  
Training materials


5.7 The Community Outreach  
and Education Core (COEC)  
at Wayne State University


EHS Core Center: COEC


5: Education  
and Training


Output 3:  
Trained individuals


5.8 Laborers International Union  
of North America


Worker Education and 
Training Program
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 Chapter Section Example Organization PEPH Program


5: Education  
and Training


Impact 1:  
Knowledge  
of issues


5.9 Fox Chase Cancer Center  
and Mount Sinai School of 
Medicine: Breast Cancer and the 
Environment Research Center’s 
Community Outreach and  
Translation Core


Breast Cancer and  
the Environment


5: Education  
and Training


Impact 3:  
Safer workplace


5.10 Center for Construction  
Research and Training


Worker Education  
and Training Program


5: Education  
and Training


Impact 3:  
Safer workplace


5.11 SEIU Education  
and Support Fund


Worker Education  
and Training Program


6: Capacity  
Building


Activity 1:  
Assess resources, 
knowledge and 
skills


6.1 Promoting the Occupational 
Health of Indigenous  
Farmworkers Project


Environmental Justice


6: Capacity  
Building


Activity 2:  
Build  
organizational 
capacity


6.2 University of Texas  
at El Paso


EHS Core Center: COEC


6: Capacity  
Building


Activity 3:  
Obtain and build 
physical and 
communication 
infrastructure


6.3 Superfund Research Program Superfund Research 
Program


6: Capacity  
Building


Activity 4:  
Build knowledge 
and skills


6.4 Deep South Center for  
Environmental Justice


Worker Education  
and Training Program


6: Capacity  
Building


Output 1:  
Stronger  
individuals


6.5 University of Washington  
Center for Ecogenetics and 
Environmental Health


EHS Core Center: COEC, 
PEPH Supplement


6: Capacity  
Building


Output 2:  
Stronger  
organizations


6.6 Concerned Citizens  
of Tillery


Environmental Justice


6: Capacity  
Building


Impact 1:  
More effective and 
efficient individuals, 
organizations and 
projects


6.7 University of Texas  
Medical Branch-Galveston 
Center to Eliminate Health 
Disparities


Partners with the UTMB 
EHS Core Center COEC


6: Capacity  
Building


Impact 2:  
Empowered  
partners


6.8 The Brown University  
Superfund Research  
Program


Superfund Research 
Program
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 Chapter Section Example Organization PEPH Program


6: Capacity  
Building


Impact 3:  
Changes in  
environmental 
health policies  
and regulations


6.9 Occidental College Center  
for Food and Justice


Environmental Justice


6: Capacity  
Building


Impact 4:  
Project  
sustainability


6.10 Seattle Partners for  
Healthy Communities


Environmental Justice, 
Community-Based  
Participatory Research


6: Capacity  
Building


Case Study Case 
Study


Swinomish Indian  
Tribal Community


EHS Core Centers COEC


7: Evaluation Evaluation example 7.1 Detroit  
Community-Academic  
Urban Research Center


Community Based  
Participatory Research


7: Evaluation Evaluation example 7.2 University of Texas  
Medical Branch-Galveston 
Center to Eliminate Health 
Disparities


Partners with the UTMB 
EHS Core Center COEC


7: Evaluation Evaluation example 7.3 Columbia Center for Children’s 
Environmental Health


Children’s EH Centers
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Appendix 7: List of Acronyms 


APHA:  American Public Health Association


API:  Asian and Pacific Islander


ATSDR:  Agency for Toxic Substances  
and Disease Registry


BCERC:  Breast Cancer Environmental  
Research Centers


CAB:  Community Advisory Board


CABCH:  Clean Air for Barrio Children’s Health


CBO:  Community-based organization


CBPR:  Community-based participatory research


CCCEH:  Columbia Center for Children’s  
Environmental Health


CDC:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention


COEC:  Community Outreach and Education Core


COEP:  Community Outreach and  
Engagement Program


COTC:  Community Outreach and Translation Core


DOT:  Department of Transportation


EJ:  Environmental Justice


EPA:  Environmental Protection Agency


HAZWOPER:  Hazardous Waste Operations  
and Emergency Response


HHS:  U.S. Department of Health  


and Human Services


IPM:  Integrated Pest Management


IRB:  Institutional Review Board


IRB:  Institutional Review Board


MWTP:  Minority Worker Training Program


NCI:  National Cancer Institute


NGO:  Non-governmental organization


NIAID:  National Institute of Allergy  
and Infectious Diseases


NIEHS:  National Institute of  
Environmental Health Sciences


NIH:  National Institutes of Health


NIOSH:  National Institute for  
Occupational Safety and Health


NTP:  National Toxicology Program


PCBs:  Polychlorinated biphenyls


PCDFs:  Polychlorinated dibenzofurans


PEPH:  Partnerships for Environmental  
Public Health


R2A:  PEPH Research to Action Grantees


RTC:  Research Translation Core


SRP:  Superfund Research Program


WETP:  Worker Education and Training Program


Appendix 7: Acronyms
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Appendix 8: Sample Memorandum of Understanding


 Appendix 8:  Sample Memorandum of Understanding
(available online at: http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/pdf_files/MOU10.pdf)


In Chapter 2, we discussed the how a Memorandum of Understanding might help groups clarify the roles and 
responsibilities of each partner. Below is a sample Memorandum of Understanding that provides the goals of  
the group, and documents the roles and responsibilities of each of the partners. 


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR THE  
COMMUNITY ORGANIZING PART OF  


COMMUNITY ACTION AGAINST ASTHMA  
1-22-01 


This is a Memorandum of Understanding between the University of Michigan School of Public Health, Detroiters’s 
Working for Environmental Justice (DWEJ), the Detroit Hispanic Development Corporation (DHDC) and Warren 
Conner Development Coalition (WCDC). For the purposes of this Memorandum, these agencies will be called 
“host agencies.” This Memorandum of Understanding sets forth the working relationship of these organizations 
including their roles and responsibilities as a part of their involvement in the community organizing part of  
Community Action Against Asthma, hereafter called CAAA. 


Philosophy/Principles: Throughout the term of this partnership, these partner organizations agree to abide 
by the philosophy and principles spelled out in the Detroit Community Academic Urban Research Center’s 
“Community-Based Public Health Research Principles” adopted on July 24, 1996, agreed upon by the  
Community Action Against Asthma Steering Committee on December 16, 1998, and listed here: 


1.  Community-based research projects need to be consistent with the overall objectives of the Detroit  
Community-Academic Urban Research Center (URC.) These objectives include an emphasis on the local  
relevance of public health problems and an examination of the social, economic, and cultural conditions 
that influence health status and the ways in which these affect life-style, behavior, and community  
decision-making. 


2.  The purpose of community-based research projects is to enhance our understanding of issues affecting the 
community and to develop, implement and evaluate, as appropriate, plans of action that will address those 
issues in ways that benefit the community. 


3.  Community-based research projects are designed in ways which enhance the capacity of the  
community-based participants in the process. 


4.  Representatives of community-based organizations, public health agencies, health care organizations,  
and educational institutions are involved as appropriate in all major phases of the research process, e.g., 
defining the problem, developing the data collection plan, gathering data, using the results, interpreting, 
sharing and disseminating the results, and developing, implementing and evaluating plans of action to  
address the issues identified by the research. 


5.  Community-based research is conducted in a way that strengthens collaboration among community-based 
organizations, public health agencies, health care organizations, and educational institutions. 



http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/pdf_files/MOU10.pdf
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6.  Community-based research projects produce, interpret and disseminate the findings to community  
members in clear language respectful to the community and in ways which will be useful for developing 
plans that will benefit the community. 


7.  Community-based research projects are conducted according to the norms of partnership: mutual respect; 
recognition of the knowledge, expertise, and resource capacities of the participants in the process; and 
open communication. 


8.  Community-based research projects follow the policies set forth by the sponsoring organization regarding 
ownership of the data and output of the research (policies to be shared with participants in advance). Any 
publications resulting from the research will acknowledge the contribution of participants, who will be  
consulted with prior to submission of materials and, as appropriate, will be invited to collaborate as  
co-authors. In addition, following the rules of confidentiality of data and the procedures referred to  
below (Item #9), participants will jointly agree on who has access to the research data and where the  
data will be physically located. 


9.  Community-based research projects adhere to the human subjects review process standards and  
procedures as set forth by the sponsoring organization; for example, for the University of Michigan these 
procedures are found in the Report of the national commission for the Protection of Human Subjects  
of Biomedical and Behavioral Research, entitled “Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection  
of Human Subjects of Research” (the “Belmont Report”). 


Adapted from Schulz, AJ, Israel, BA, Selig, S, and Bayer, I. 1997. Development and Implementation of Principles  
for Community-Based Research in Public Health. Journal of Community Practice. 


Program Objectives to be Accomplished: The following are specific aims and objectives as stated in the grant 
as it was funded. CONEH refers to the community organizing activities of CAAA. 


Specific Aim 1: To identify, prioritize and translate the relevant findings of the current CAAA data 
collection activities, together with proposed, additional CONEH data collection activities, to guide  
the implementation and evaluation of an expanded, community-wide intervention.  


Objective 1:  To identify specific sources of particulate matter (PM) and their association with childhood 
asthma severity. 


Objective 2:  To identify and prioritize the relevant findings of the CAAA project to guide the CONEH. 


Objective 3:  To translate the priority areas selected into intervention action plans to guide the CONEH. 


Specific Aim 2:  To conduct and evaluate a multi-level community-based intervention in order to reduce 
exposure to physical environmental and psychosocial environmental stressors associated with asthma 
severity and exacerbations, and to strengthen protective factors (e.g., social support, community  
capacity) that may modify the effects of these stressors. 


Objective 1:  To identify and engage existing community-based organizations, groups, institutions and agencies 
in an Inter-Organizational Network to address identified priorities. 


Objective 2:  To reduce identified physical environmental and psychosocial environmental stressors through 
community organizing intervention activities. 


Objective 3:  TTo strengthen neighborhood protective factors, such as social support and community capacity, 
through community organizing intervention activities. 
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Objective 4:  To increase the capacity of organizations involved in the I.N. to work collectively to reduce physical 
and psychosocial environmental health hazards and strengthen protective factors associated with asthma. 


Specific Aim 3: To examine whether the conducted multi-level, community-based intervention enhances 
the effect of an intensive household intervention on the health and well being of children with asthma 
and their caregivers. 


Specific Aim 4:  To increase community awareness and knowledge of factors associated with the  
environment and asthma through the dissemination of research findings to community residents  
in ways that are understandable and beneficial to the community.  


Dates for this Memorandum of Understanding: The grant project period is from 9-18-2000 to 7-31-2005. 
This memorandum is intended to cover the entire grant period. 


Responsibilities of the University of Michigan, School of Public Health: 


1.  Actively support the CAAA partnership. 


2.  Participate in the CAAA partnership through membership in the Steering Committee. Communicate  
with the Steering Committee members regarding administrative and programmatic issues related to  
the community organizing project in Detroit. 


3.  Provide overall program oversight. 


4.  Collect data, conduct preliminary analyses of existing and new data, and provide feedback to all partners 
and to staff as appropriate. 


5.  Provide financial and programmatic reports to the funder, NIEHS (National Institute of Environmental Health 
Sciences. 


6.  Serve as a point of contact with NIEHS. 


7.  Assist in the staff hiring process. 


8.  Develop and conduct an orientation to the project for partners and staff. 


9.  Work with the community organizers and administrative assistant in planning and  
conducting community forums. 


10. Provide co-supervision of community organizing staff with each of the host organizations. 


11. Serve as the fiduciary agent for this project. Pay the bills, dispense funds (see “Financial Arrangement”  
for more details). 


12. Assist in providing resources and technical assistance in activities supporting the design and  
implementation of assessment, data collection, and evaluation systems. 


13. Assist in the dissemination of results to the community. 


14. Ensure that there is ongoing communication between the host organizations and  
the University of Michigan by sharing information regularly and frequently. 
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Responsibilities of Detroiters Working for Environmental Justice: 


1.  Actively support the CAAA partnership. 


2.  Participate in the CAAA partnership through membership in the Steering Committee. Communicate  
with the Steering Committee members regarding administrative and programmatic issues related  
to the community organizing project in Detroit. 


3.  Develop and conduct an orientation to DHDC for all community organizing staff. 


4.  Provide co-supervision of Neighborhood Community Organizer housed in DHDC with the  
University of Michigan School of Public Health. 


5.  Provide office space for staff assigned to DHDC. 


6.  Facilitate communication and linkages between DHDC and other community organizations and groups. 


7.  Provide 10% of a staff person’s time to serve as the “Host Agency Liaison.” The responsibilities of this person 
will include: 


  – Participating in the hiring of the community organizing staff using a process to be approved  
  by the CAAA Steering Committee; 


  – Participating in an orientation to the overall community organizing project; 


  – Providing an orientation and integration of Neighborhood Community Organizer to the organization; 


  – Providing co-supervision of the Neighborhood Community Organizer. This would include day-to-day  
  supervision to ensure attendance and adherence to the agency’s policies, and oversight and assistance  
  in his or her conduct of day to day job responsibilities as per the job descriptions. 


8.  Assist in providing resources and technical assistance in activities supporting the design  
and implementation of assessment, data collection, and evaluation systems. 


9.  Meet deadlines to ensure that the reporting process for the grant is a timely one. 


10.  Participate in the process of analyzing and translating the data collected to guide the efforts  
of the community organizers. 


11.  At all times, assure that the community organizers are carrying out their responsibility to focus  
on the community, with the goal of seeking ongoing, continuous input from the community. 


12.  Assist in the dissemination of results to the community. 


13.  Ensure that there is ongoing communication between the host organizations and the  
University of Michigan by sharing information regularly and frequently. 


14. Provide necessary training on an ongoing basis to community organizing staff and Administrative Assistant. 
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Responsibilities of Detroit Hispanic Development Corporation: 


1. Actively support the CAAA partnership. 


2. Participate in the CAAA partnership through membership in the Steering Committee. Communicate with the 
Steering Committee members regarding administrative and programmatic issues related to the community 
organizing project in Detroit. 


3. Develop and conduct an orientation to DHDC for all community organizing staff. 


4. Provide co-supervision of Neighborhood Community Organizer housed in DHDC with the  
University of Michigan School of Public Health. 


5. Provide office space for staff assigned to DHDC. 


6.  Facilitate communication and linkages between DHDC and other community organizations and groups. 


7.  Provide 10% of a staff person’s time to serve as the “Host Agency Liaison.” The responsibilities of this person 
will include: 


  – Participating in the hiring of the community organizing staff using a process to be approved  
  by the CAAA Steering Committee; 


  – Participating in an orientation to the overall community organizing project; 


  – Providing an orientation and integration of Neighborhood Community Organizer to the organization; 


  – Providing co-supervision of the Neighborhood Community Organizer. This would include day-to-day  
  supervision to ensure attendance and adherence to the agency’s policies, and oversight and assistance  
  in his or her conduct of day to day job responsibilities as per the job descriptions. 


8.  Assist in providing resources and technical assistance in activities supporting the design  
and implementation of assessment, data collection, and evaluation systems. 


9.  Meet deadlines to ensure that the reporting process for the grant is a timely one. 


10. Participate in the process of analyzing and translating the data collected to guide the efforts  
of the community organizers. 


11. At all times, assure that the community organizers are carrying out their responsibility to focus on the com-
munity, with the goal of seeking ongoing,  continuous input from the community. 


12. Assist in the dissemination of results to the community. 


13. Ensure that there is ongoing communication between the host organization by sharing information  
regularly and frequently. 


14. Provide necessary training on an ongoing basis to community organizing staff. 
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Responsibilities of Warren Conner Development Coalition: 


1.  Actively support the CAAA partnership. 


2.  Participate in the CAAA partnership through membership in the Steering Committee. Communicate  
with the Steering Committee members regarding administrative and programmatic issues related  
to the community organizing project in Detroit. 


3.  Develop and conduct an orientation to WCDC for all community organizing staff. 


4.  Provide co-supervision of Neighborhood Community Organizer housed at WCDC with the  
University of Michigan School of Public Health. 


5.  Provide office space for staff assigned to WCDC. 


6.  Facilitate communication and linkages between WCDC and other community organizations and groups. 


7.  Provide 10% of a staff person’s time to serve as the “Host Agency Liaison.” The responsibilities of this person 
will include: 


  – Participating in the hiring of the community organizing staff using a process to be approved  
  by the CAAA Steering Committee; 


  – Participating in an orientation to the overall community organizing project; 


  – Providing an orientation and integration of Neighborhood Community Organizer to the organization; 


  – Providing co-supervision of the Neighborhood Community Organizer. This would include day-to-day  
  supervision to ensure attendance and adherence to the agency’s policies, and oversight and  
  assistance in his or her conduct of day to day job responsibilities as per the job descriptions. 


8.  Assist in providing resources and technical assistance in activities supporting the design  
and implementation of assessment, data collection, and evaluation systems. 


9.  Meet deadlines to ensure that the reporting process for the grant is a timely one. 


10. Participate in the process of analyzing and translating the data collected to guide the efforts  
of the community organizers. 


11. At all times, assure that the community organizers are carrying out their responsibility to focus  
on the community, with the goal of seeking ongoing, continuous input from the community. 


12. Assist in the dissemination of results to the community. 


13. Ensure that there is ongoing communication between the host organization by sharing information  
regularly and frequently. 


14. Provide necessary training on an ongoing basis to community organizing staff. 
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Financial Arrangements: 


Each of the community partners involved in the Community Organizing part of CAAA: DWEJ, DHDC, and WCDC 
will receive funds from The University of Michigan, School of Public Health for services rendered as host agencies, 
as a part of this agreement. For year one, each agency will received $13,000. There will be a slight increase each 
year (e.g., $13,200 for year two, $13,408 for year three). These funds are for community field costs, which include: 


 Liaison – 10% x 3 locations $15,000 


 Facilities Rental x 3 locations $9,000 


 Community Organizing Activities x 3 locations $11,100 


 Field Office Supplies $1,200 


 Copying, printing $900 


 Telephone $1,200 


 Postage, express mail $600 


 Total Community Field Costs $39,000 divided by three = $13,000 each 


To obtain the funding, after staff is hired, each agency will submit an invoice for the first six months of the first 
year, or $6,500. An invoice for the second six months will be submitted five months later. It will take approximately 
one month from the time the University of Michigan receives the invoice for it to be processed and for the  
agencies to receive the funding. Agencies do not need to keep a detailed track of the expenditures as a part  
of this agreement. 


The University of  Michigan School of Public Health will also provide a computer at a cost of no more than  
$2500 for each of the four staff persons hired.


Memorandum of Understanding Amendments: 


The agreement shall be renewed annually by the signatories. 


Termination of Memorandum of Understanding: 


This agreement may be terminated by either party provided not less than thirty days (30) written notice of intent 
to terminate is given and an opportunity for prior consultation is provided. 


In the event of termination, accounts shall be reconciled as of the date of termination. 


Signatures: 


This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into on ______________________________ (date) 


(signatures) 


_____________________________________________  (for the University of Michigan, School of Public Health) 


_____________________________________________ (for Detroiters Working for Environmental Justice) 


_____________________________________________ (for Detroit Hispanic Development Corporation) 


_____________________________________________ (for Warren Conner Development Coalition)
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PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual Index


Access: 17, 20, 96  
Activities (definition): 6, 16, 52, 84, 122, 156
Awareness (impact): 38, 57, 103
Behavior change (impact): 105, 137, 140
Capacity building: 149-197
 Individual: 150, 172 
 Organizational: 150, 160, 175
Collaboration (impact): 40, 43
Communication: 26
 Multi-directional: 29, 99
 Messages (impact): 108
Contextual factors (definition): 7, 204
Cost-effectiveness: 64, 208
Curricula: 118, 125, 133
Data: 
 Data analysis: 210
 Data collection: 209
 Data sources: 9, 15, 51, 83, 121, 155, 211
Dissemination (See also, Products): 26, 79-116
Education (See also, Training): 117-147
 K-12: 119, 120
 Worker: 118, 120, 124, 131, 
Effectiveness (impact): 180
Efficiency: 180
Empowered partners (impact): 182
Environmental public health (definition): 3
Evaluation (definition): 5, 199-214
Planning: 209
 Outcome: 7, 208
Process: 7, 208
Impacts (definition): 7, 36, 65, 102, 139, 179, 204
Infrastructure (definition): 52
 Physical: 150, 163
 Communication: 150, 163
 Administrative: 53
Inputs (definition): 6, 51, 203
Knowledge (impact): 140, 156, 165
Leveraging: 49-77
Logic model: 10


Metrics (definition): 8
Outcomes (definition): 7, (see Impacts)
Outputs (definition): 6, 29, 57, 91, 133, 172
Partnerships: 13-48
Policy (impact): 184
Products (See also, Dissemination): 79-116
Qualitative data: 9
Quantitative data: 9
Reach (impact): 66
Regulation (impact): 184
Sustainability (impact): 37, 69, 186
Training (See also, Education,  
Capacity building): 117-147
 Curricula: 118, 125, 133
Materials: 124, 131, 135
Workplace safety (impact): 143
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Linda S. Birnbaum, Ph.D., is the director of the National Institute of 


Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS), part of the National Institutes of Health, and the 


National Toxicology Program (NTP). As NIEHS and NTP director, Birnbaum oversees a 


budget of $850 million that funds biomedical research to discover how the environment 


influences human health and disease. The Institute also supports training, education, 


technology transfer, and community outreach. The NIEHS currently funds more than 


1,000 research grants. 


A board certified toxicologist, Birnbaum has served as a federal scientist for 31 years. Prior to her 


appointment as NIEHS and NTP director, she spent 19 years at the Environmental Protection Agency where 


she directed the largest division focusing on environmental health research. Birnbaum started her federal 


career with 10 years at the NIEHS — first as a senior staff fellow in the National Toxicology Program, then as 


a principal investigator and research microbiologist, and finally as a group leader for the Institute’s Chemical 


Disposition Group. 


Birnbaum has received many awards and recognitions. In October 2010, she was elected to the Institute of 


Medicine of the National Academies, one of the highest honors in the fields of medicine and health. She was 


elected to the Collegium Ramazzini, and received an honorary Doctor of Science from the University of 


Rochester and Distinguished Alumna Award from the University of Illinois.  


Birnbaum is also an active member of the scientific community. She was vice president of the International 


Union of Toxicology, the umbrella organization for toxicology societies in more than 50 countries; former 


president of the Society of Toxicology, the largest professional organization of toxicologists in the world; 


former chair of the Division of Toxicology at the American Society of Pharmacology and Therapeutics; and 


former vice president of the American Aging Association.  


She is the author of more than 700 peer-reviewed publications, book chapters, abstracts, and reports. 


Birnbaum’s own research focuses on the pharmacokinetic behavior of environmental chemicals, 


mechanisms of action of toxicants including endocrine disruptors, and linking of real-world exposures to 


health effects. She is also an adjunct professor in the Gillings School of Global Public Health, the Curriculum 


in Toxicology, and the Department of Environmental Sciences and Engineering at the University of North 


Carolina at Chapel Hill, as well as in the Integrated Toxicology Program at Duke University. A native of New 


Jersey, Birnbaum received her M.S. and Ph.D. in microbiology from the University of Illinois at Urbana-


Champaign. 


Phil Brown is professor of sociology and environmental studies at Brown University, 


where he leads the Contested Illnesses Research Group, directs the Community 


Engagement Core of the Superfund Research Program, and directs the Community 


Outreach and Translation Core of the Children’s Environmental Health Center. He is the 


author of “No Safe Place: Toxic Waste, Leukemia, and Community Action” and “Toxic 


Exposures: Contested Illnesses and the Environmental Health Movement,” editor of 


“Perspectives in Medical Sociology,” co-editor of “Illness and the Environment: A Reader in Contested 
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Medicine,” and co-editor of “Social Movements in Health.” His newest book, just released, is “Contested 


Illnesses: Citizens, Science and Health Social Movements.” His current research includes biomonitoring and 


household exposure to chemicals and particulate matter, social policy and regulation of flame retardants, 


techniques and ethics of reporting data to study participants, and health social movements. 


Gwen Collman is director of the NIEHS Division of Extramural Research and 


Training where she leads approximately 60 professional staff in areas of scientific 


program administration, peer review, and the management and administration of about 


1,500 active grants each year. She directs scientific activities across the field of 


environmental health sciences including basic sciences (i.e., DNA repair, epigenetics, 


environmental genomics), organ-specific toxicology (i.e., reproductive, neurotoxicology, 


respiratory), public health related programs (i.e., environmental epidemiology, environmental public 


health), and training and career development. She also oversees the implementation of the Superfund 


Research Program and the Worker Education and Training Program. 


Prior to her current role, Collman served in program development and management, beginning in 1992 as a 


member, then as Chief of the Susceptibility and Population Health Branch. During this time, she directed 


research on the role of genetic and environmental factors on the development of human disease, from 


animal models of genetic susceptibility to population studies focusing on etiology and intervention. She was 


responsible for building the NIEHS grant portfolio in environmental and molecular epidemiology, and 


developed several complex multidisciplinary research programs. These include the NIEHS Breast Cancer and 


the Environment Research Centers Program, the NIEHS/EPA Centers for Children's Environmental Health 


and Disease Prevention, and the Genes, Environment and Health Initiative. Also, under her guidance, a team 


created a vision for the Partnerships for Environmental Public Health programs for the next decade. 


In recognition of her achievements, she is the recipient of numerous NIEHS Merit Awards, two NIH Director's 


Awards, and the DHHS Secretary's Award for Distinguished Service. Collman received a Ph.D. in 


environmental epidemiology from the University of North Carolina School of Public Health where she was 


awarded the 2009 H.A. Tyroler Distinguished Alumni Award. 


Christina (Christie) Drew joined the NIEHS Division of Extramural Research, 


Program Analysis Branch in 2007 and became branch chief in 2009. She received her 


Ph.D. in geography from the University of Washington in 2002 for her work on 


transparent communication of complex environmental health decisions. She has a 


Masters of Health Science degree from the Johns Hopkins School of Hygiene and Public 


Health, and an undergraduate degree in government from the College of William and 


Mary.   


Drew has been a researcher at the University of Washington in Seattle, and the Institute for Evaluating 


Health Risks in Washington, D.C. She has also worked at the World Health Organization Regional Office for 


Europe in Copenhagen, and at Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Ltd. in Seattle. Her research 


interests have included environmental health risk communication, nuclear waste cleanup, community based 
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participatory research, geographic information systems, children’s environmental health, pesticide 


exposure, and research evaluation.   


Herb Fraser-Rahim is the environmental director of the Low Country Alliance for 


Model Communities (LAMC). As such, he is responsible for the development of strategic 


and tactical approaches for the remediation of negative environmental impacts to the 


LAMC communities as well as environmental strategies and tactics for future 


development in the LAMC communities. He is a graduate of Morgan State University (B.S. 


mathematics) and The Citadel (B.S. civil engineering). Herb retired from the Navy as an 


environmental engineer with over thirty years of experience and is a registered professional engineer in the 


state of South Carolina.  


Ed Kang is a key staff member in the Office of Communications and Public Liaison at 


NIEHS. In addition to serving as the primary point of contact for the extramural 


community, Ed is the social media program manager for the Institute. His expertise is in 


communicating research findings to a wide variety of audiences, including the media and 


general public, using traditional and innovative methods.  


Ed brings a unique and diverse perspective from his experience working in federal agencies, private industry, 


and academia. Prior to joining NIEHS, he led major communication, outreach, and education efforts at the 


U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission, NASA, IBM, and the University of Vermont. He holds a degree in 


business from the University of Maryland, College Park.  


Amy D. Kyle has both practical and academic experience in environmental health 


research and practice.  She is on the faculty of the School of Public Health at the 


University of California Berkeley.  She directs research translation for interdisciplinary 


research programs in environmental health sciences and technology and conducts 


research within the Berkeley Superfund Research Program, Center for Excellence in 


Environmental Public Health Tracking, and the Center for Integrative Research on 


Childhood Leukemia and the Environment. Her research is about how science is interpreted in legislative 


and administrative policy venues, methods for translation of scientific results and knowledge in policy 


systems and networks, and the development of concepts and metrics to better reflect current scientific 


understanding on topics that include chemicals policies, children's environmental health, and cumulative 


impacts on communities. She works with community-based and non-governmental organizations, executive 


and legislative agencies, and academic partners.  In her most formative years, she served in senior positions 


in environmental protection at the state level, working on a wide range of environmental, public health, and 


natural resources issues.  Her Ph.D. in environmental health sciences and policy and M.P.H. are from the 


University of California, Berkeley, and her B.A. is from Harvard College.  She was elected as Councilor to the 


Environment Section of the American Public Health Association and was appointed by U.S. EPA 


Administrator Lisa Jackson to the Children’s Health Protection Advisory Committee where she leads a group 


considering implications of research on prenatal exposure for agency actions including chemicals policies. 
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Pamela K. Miller founded Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT) in 1997 


and serves as executive director. Pam has thirty years of experience in environmental 


health research and advocacy. She is known for her work as an advocate for statewide, 


national, and international chemicals policy reform to protect environmental and 


human health, with an emphasis in the Arctic and sub-Arctic regions. Since 2000, ACAT 


has been awarded multiple federal grants for which Pam has been serving as team 


leader and, for the past five years, as principal investigator of a community-based 


participatory research team that includes faculty investigators from universities in Alaska and New York. 


These research projects rely on collaborative efforts with Indigenous communities in Alaska to address 


environmental health and justice issues. She serves on the steering committee for national campaigns 


working toward chemicals policy reform, the Safer Chemicals Healthy Families campaign, and the 


Environmental Justice and Health Policy Alliance. She has worked internationally as a leader within the 


International POPs (persistent organic pollutants) Elimination Network (IPEN—a network of over 700 


environmental health groups) in the negotiation and implementation of a global legally-binding treaty to 


phase out production of POPs. Pam was instrumental in prompting decisions by the EPA for national phase-


outs of certain pesticides, including lindane and endosulfan. She holds a bachelor’s degree in biology from 


Wittenberg University and a master’s degree in environmental science (Miami University, Oxford, Ohio, 


1981). She is the recipient of a 2012 Meritorious Service Award for community service by the Board of 


Regents of the University of Alaska. 


 


Bryan Parras is a Houston filmmaker who specializes in documentation of 


environmental and social justice movement stories. As organizer / media coordinator of 


T.e.j.a.s. (Texas Environmental Justice Advocacy Services), Parras has recently worked on 


location throughout the South and Southwest chronicling events in greater New Orleans 


and rural Louisiana after hurricanes Katrina and Rita, environmental justice and 


immigrant rights actions in Houston’s Manchester neighborhood and Taylor, Texas, and 


the huge groundswell of support for unjustly incarcerated African-American youth in Jena, La. He currently 


serves as a consultant to the NIEHS-funded GC-HARMS project, promoting and coordinating dialogue among 


researchers, community partners, and the general public.  


Parras is a Theatre of the Oppressed (TO) practitioner who also specializes in videography / still photography 


documentation of the TO process. He has created video TO training materials for the NIEHS, and 


collaborated with numerous regional environmental justice organizations and the U.S. Environmental 


Protection Agency (EPA) to document conferences, workshops, and regulatory hearings.  


Parras has presented with John Sullivan at numerous EPA community involvement conferences, the Alaska 


Environmental Forum, and the Pedagogy & Theatre of the Oppressed annual conferences (Chapel Hill, N.C., 


2006; Austin, Texas, 2010). 
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Kristi Pettibone, Ph.D., M.S. has more than 10 years’ experience managing, 


directing, and guiding public health policy research and evaluation projects. She holds a 


Ph.D. in policy sciences (health policy concentration). She served as director of The 


MayaTech Corporation’s Center for Community Prevention and Treatment Research and 


is currently an evaluator in the Program Analysis Branch of the National Institute of 


Environmental Health Science’s Division of Extramural Research and Training. She has 


worked on evaluations of several federal grant portfolios including CDC’s Injury Control Research Centers 


and motor vehicle injuries and NIEHS’ endocrine disruptor, nanotechnology health and safety, and 


neurodegeneration portfolios. 


Molly Puente has been a grants management specialist with the National Institute 


of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) since May of 2011. Before coming to NIEHS, 


Molly was grants management specialist for the National Center for Research Resources 


(NCRR) for two years, and a Presidential Management Fellow at NIH for two years, where 


she rotated in extramural research offices at Fogarty International Center (FIC), the 


National Institute of Environmental Health Science (NIEHS), the National Institute of 


Allergy and Infectious Diseases (NIAID), and the Office of the Director’s Office for Policy of Extramural 


Research Activities (OPERA) and Office of Portfolio Analysis and Strategic Initiatives (OPASI).  


Molly came to NIH in August of 2007, following completion of her Ph.D. in entomology from North Carolina 


State University. During her doctorate program, she was an active fellow of the W.M. Keck Center for 


Behavioral Biology, where she developed a strong interest in interdisciplinary research administration and 


policy. Pursuing her interests in policy and management, Molly earned a Master’s in Public Administration in 


2006. As an M.P.A. student, she interned with W.E.C.O., a program of the N.C. State Extension Service that 


works with scientists, government officials, and local stakeholders to find collaborative solutions for 


watershed resource issues. She received her B.S. in biology from Duke University in 2001. 


Maria Natalicia Rocha-Tracy has been the executive director of the Brazilian 


Immigrant Center in Boston, Massachusetts since spring 2010.  Under her leadership, the 


17-year old organization has renewed itself and has extended its traditional mission as a 


workers’ center to encompass a major new domestic worker organizing initiative, with 


the goal of winning a new Domestic Worker Bill of Rights for Massachusetts. She is also a 


Ph.D. Candidate in sociology at Boston University, studying  “Immigration Policy and 


Mixed-Status Families: A Comparative Study of Brazilian Immigrants in the Metropolitan Areas of Boston, 


Massachusetts, and Lisbon, Portugal.” Earlier, she earned a bachelor’s degree in social psychology and a 


master’s degree in applied sociology, both at the University of Massachusetts, Boston.  Her master’s 


research also concerned immigration, and was entitled, “Brazilian Immigrants in the U.S.: Pathways and 


Barriers to Assimilation.” Since her undergraduate studies, she has been interested in issues of immigration, 


transnationalism, education, and race, including related policy questions. She has also worked on public 


policy and evaluation research projects at the Harvard School of Public Health, the Brown University 


Department of Education, and the School of Social Work at Boston University. She has taught many 
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university level courses, including Life Span Development; Non-Western Cultures, focusing on Africa and 


China; and Sociological Research Methods.  For three years she has been a lecturer in sociology at the 


University of Massachusetts, Boston, where she regularly teaches Race & Ethnic Relations.  


Connie Roser-Renouf, Ph.D., is a research professor at George Mason 


University’s Center for Climate Change Communication.  Her research focuses on 


understanding how diverse publics use, interpret, and respond to information on the 


issue of climate change. The guiding objective of her work is the identification of 


effective communication strategies that inform and engage audiences. 


Over the past three years, she has collaborated on several large, nationally 


representative surveys that have provided important benchmark and planning data on Americans’ climate-


relevant knowledge, beliefs, behaviors, and policy preferences.  Data from these surveys have been used to 


identify six distinct audience groups that hold divergent beliefs and favor different responses to the threat.  


Ongoing work focuses on identifying effective communication strategies for each of these groups, to move 


them toward greater issue engagement and a deeper understanding of the issue.  She is sharing this 


research with a number of organizations to assist in their message development, including NASA, NACCHO 


(National Association of County and City Health Officials), the National Park Service, AASHTO (American 


Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials), the California Department of Public Health, the 


Science Museums of Minnesota and Virginia, and the National Audubon Society.   


Connie earned her Ph.D. in communication research at Stanford University in 1986.  Prior to joining the 


Center at George Mason, she taught and conducted research at the University of California at Santa Barbara, 


the University of Denver, the University of Pittsburgh, and Humboldt State University. 


 


C. Eduardo Siqueira graduated in Medicine in the Medical School of the Federal 


University of Rio de Janeiro.  He has a Master’s in Public Health from the Johns Hopkins 


University School of Hygiene and Public Health, and a doctoral degree in work 


environment policy from the University of Massachusetts Lowell.  


Siqueira is currently the associate director for research at the Mauricio Gastón Institute 


for Latino Community Development and Public Policy at UMass Boston. Siqueira has 


researched the political economy of the migration of hazards between developed and developing countries, 


health care disparities in injuries and illnesses amongst health care workers in Eastern Massachusetts, and 


environmental justice for Brazilian immigrant workers in Massachusetts. He was the principal investigator of 


the NIEHS- funded project Collaboration for Better Work Environment for Brazilian Immigrants (COBWEB) in 


Massachusetts between 2003 and 2008. 
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John Sullivan is currently an instructor in University of Texas Medical 


Branch Department of Preventive Medicine & Community Health, an associate in 


the Institute for Medical Humanities, and directs the Public Forum & Toxics 


Assistance Division of the NIEHS Center in Environmental Toxicology Community 


Outreach & Engagement Core. He uses Augusto Boal’s Image and Forum Theater 


techniques to teach toxicological concepts, create public dialogues on 


environmental risk and the health and social effects of toxic exposures, and develop bidirectional capacity 


for researchers and community members to effectively collaborate in community based participatory 


research. He also coordinates activities of the Community Science Workshop, a facet of UTMB’s Institute for 


Translational Sciences / Clinical & Translational Science Award Community Engagement & Research Key 


Resource.  


Karen Williams is the director of qualitative research at St. Luke’s Episcopal 


Health Charities in Houston, Texas. While attending the doctoral program at The 


University of Texas School of Public Health, she became involved in participatory 


community health assessments with inner-city neighborhoods in Houston. At that time, 


she also worked as assistant director of research for St. Luke’s Episcopal Health Charities, 


the grant making arm of St. Luke’s Episcopal Health System, one of Houston’s largest 


tertiary health care systems. After receiving her Ph.D. in public health, Karen taught four years in the master 


of science program in health care administration at Texas Southern University (TSU) and served as director 


of the TSU’s Center of Excellence in Health Disparities Research in Cardiovascular Disease and Stroke funded 


by the National Center on Minority Health and Health Disparities.  


In 2007, Karen was appointed assistant professor in the Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology at The 


University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) in Galveston. While at UTMB, Karen conducted research in 


community academic partnerships, nutrition and physical fitness interventions, and health disparities. Her 


long-term career goal is to: 1) build theory for the two-way information exchange between universities and 


lay communities to eliminate health disparities, and 2) apply this theory in reducing health disparities in 


vulnerable populations.  


Sacoby Wilson, Ph.D., is an environmental health scientist with expertise in 


environmental justice and environmental health disparities. His primary research 


interests are related to issues that impact underserved, socially and economically 


disadvantaged, marginalized, environmental justice, and health disparity populations - 


including issues such as environmental justice, air pollution, housing disparities, built 


environment, climate change, drinking water quality, food justice, Port of Charleston, 


sewer and water infrastructure, goods movement, traffic exposure and health disparities, community-


university environmental health partnerships, industrial animal production, exposures for subsistence 


fishers, and community revitalization. 


Current projects focus on population research in several ways. He is performing secondary data analysis to 


look at burden, exposure, risk, and health disparities in South Carolina; pollution and health issues for 
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underserved populations living near the Port of Charleston; long-term impacts of exposure to chlorine after 


a man-made disaster; infrastructure disparities and environmental injustice in North Carolina; and 


environmental health disparities in Tennessee and other Southern states. 


He is also building a Program on Community Engagement, Environmental Justice, and Health (CEEJH) to 


study and address health issues for environmental justice and health disparity populations through 


community-university partnerships and the use of CBPR in Maryland and beyond. 


Elizabeth C. Yeampierre, a Puerto Rican civil rights attorney of African and 


Indigenous ancestry born and raised in New York City, is Executive Director of UPROSE, 


Brooklyn’s oldest Latino community based organization.  Her vision for an inter-


generational, multi-cultural, and community led organization is the driving force behind 


UPROSE; she is a long-time advocate and trailblazer for community organizing around 


sustainable just development in Sunset Park and holds a law degree from Northeastern 


University along with a Certificate of Non-Profit Management from Columbia University. 


Elizabeth is part of the New York City environmental justice leadership responsible for getting NY State’s first 


Brownfield legislation, Article X power plant legislation and NYC’s Solid Waste Management Plan passed. In 


Sunset Park, Brooklyn, she facilitated an aggressive urban forestry initiative, helped double the amount of 


open space and developed a project that resulted in the retro-fitting and re-powering of 12 diesel trucks for 


a local business. She successfully organized a community coalition that defeated a 520 mega-watt power 


plant application.  


Elizabeth created a community participatory model that resulted in a community led greenway design for 


the waterfront. $8.4 million dollars have been allocated for the greenway and park and $36 million dollars in 


Brownfield remediation funds for the waterfront park, which is the largest brownfield grant in New York 


State history. Elizabeth secured $1,000,000 for emission reduction projects that have been distributed 


throughout the community. Three years ago she initiated a climate adaption /community resilience effort to 


address local climate justice concerns for the waterfront community in which she lives and works. Elizabeth 


serves on Mayor Bloomberg’s Sustainability and Long Term Planning Advisory Board, and served as a 


commissioner on the historic NYS Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission. Elizabeth is the first Latina 


chair of the U.S. EPA National Environmental Justice Advisory Council where she initiated the inclusion of a 


youth forum dedicated to developing youth leadership dedicated to environmental justice. In the past year, 


she successfully advocated for the inclusion of environmental justice in the NYS State Climate Action Plan.  


 








 


 


Strengthening a Dynamic Environmental Public Health Network for Tomorrow:  


Advancing science through critical reflection 


 


March 7-8, 2012 | NIH Natcher Conference Center | 
Bethesda, MD 


 


Wednesday, March 7, 2012 
7:30 Registration and Packet Pick-up 
 
8:30 Training Institutes begin: 1st Sessions Breakout Rooms 


▪ PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual Room E1/E2 (Lower Level)      
▪ Theater of the Oppressed Room F1/F2 (Lower Level) 


 
10:00 Break 
 
10:30 Training Institutes continue: 2nd Sessions 


▪ PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual Room J (Lower Level) 
▪ Material development and NIEHS Office of Communication


 Room E1/E2 (Lower Level) 
▪ Theater of the Oppressed Room F1/F2 (Lower Level) 
▪ Healthy Hospitals Room G1/G2 (Lower Level) 


 
12:00 Training Institutes end | Lunch Lower Level 
 
12:30 Poster Set-up Atrium 
 
1:00 Welcome Main Auditorium 
 Liam O'Fallon, NIEHS 
 Linda Birnbaum, NIEHS 
 
1:30 Contributions of Community Engaged Research:  Main Auditorium 


Past, Present, and Future   
 Academic-Community Partnerships: Networks Near and Far 


Phil Brown, Brown University 
 Community-Engaged Research and Public Health Protection: Sustaining a Program and 


Partnerships with Alaska Native Communities  
Pamela Miller, ACAT 


  


Objectives: 
 
Promote interactions among 
grantees from across different 
grant programs  
 
Facilitate group learning 
 
Advance our common 
understanding of what we are 
trying to do as part of PEPH 
 
Share and learn from past 
experiences 
 
Enhance the capacity of 
participants in PEPH-related 
areas 
 
Identify next steps for 
grantees and NIEHS to 


advance scientific approaches 
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2:30 State of the Science  Main Auditorium 
 Building Capacity: A Grassroots Perspective on Research and Meaningful Engagement 


Elizabeth Yeampierre, UPROSE  
 Environmental Health Communication: Message Strategies from a Climate Change Perspective  


Connie Roser-Renouf, George Mason University  
 Sustaining Research Translation to Improve Environmental Health: The Longevity of 


Knowledge Brokers and Issue-Based Networkers. 
Amy Kyle, University of California, Berkeley  


 
3:45 Break 
 
4:00 Breakout Session 1 Breakout Rooms 


In this first breakout session, participants will attend one of the following three themes. Each 
one will have small group discussions on issues specific to that topic. (see descriptions below) 
 
 Research Translation  


What are the strategies we use to make scientific findings and knowledge available and 
actionable for audiences and partners outside the academic and research communities to 
advance environmental public health protection? These sessions are about how we identify 
opportunities and decide what to work on. 


 Strategies of Research Translation: The State of Practice Room F1/F2  
 (Lower Level) 


 Engaging with Policy Audiences Room G1/G2 (Lower Level) 
 Engaging with Communities of Interest to Improve Health Room E1/E2 


 (Lower Level) 
 Capacity Building  


The capacity building track aims to enhance the capacity of academic researchers and 
community representatives to advance science-based decision-making through building 
sustainable partnerships, integrating logic modeling practices and techniques, and 
promoting research ethics and principles for effective outcomes to ultimately improve 
environmental health for all. 


 Developing and Sustaining Partnerships Room A (Lower Level) 
 Logic Modeling Balcony C (Main Level) 
 Building effective engagement around research ethics Balcony A (Main Level) 
 


 Communication  
Through discussion and a collective sharing of best practices, the Communication Sessions 
aim to elevate our environmental health communication strategy skills and strengthen our 
environment health networks. All three workshops will identify gaps, opportunities, and how 
we can unite and benefit from one another within the PEPH network. 


 Dialogue Room B (Lower Level) 
 Messaging and Framing Balcony B (Main Level) 
 Web and Emerging Technologies Room C1/C2 (Lower Level) 


 
5:30 Adjourn for day  
 Dinner on own  







 


3   


Thursday, March 8, 2012 
7:30  Poster Set-up 
 
8:00 Overview of Day 1 Main Auditorium 


This session we will hear from the leaders of the small group discussions. They will provide an 
overview of the general ideas coming out of their groups.  


 
8:30 Presentations: Environmental Health Disparities 
 Environmental Justice and Environmental Health Disparities: Lessons from the Field  


Sacoby Wilson, University of Maryland 
Herb Fraser-Rahim, Low-Country Alliance for Model Communities 


 Effects of Social, Economic, and Labor Policies on Occupational Health Disparities 
C. Eduardo Siqueira, University of Massachusetts, Boston 
Maria Natalicia Rocha-Tracy, Brazilian Immigrant Center 


 
9:30 Break 
 
9:45 Breakout Session 2 Breakout Rooms 


 
In this second breakout session, participants will participate in further small-group discussions.  
 Research Translation  


 Strategies of Research Translation: The State of Practice Balcony A (Main Level) 
 Engaging with Policy Audiences Balcony B (Main Level) 
 Engaging with Communities of Interest to Improve Health Room G1/G2  


 (Lower Level) 
 


 Capacity Building  
 Developing and Sustaining Partnerships Room B (Lower Level) 
 Logic Modeling Room A (Lower Level) 
 Building effective engagement around research ethics Room F1/F2  


 (Lower Level) 
 Communication  


 Dialogue Room J (Lower Level) 
 Messaging and Framing Balcony C (Main Level) 
 Web and Emerging Technologies Room C1/C2 (Lower Level) 


 
11:15 Posters: Projects East of the Mississippi Atrium 
 
12:30 Lunch Lower Level 
 
1:00 Breakout Session 3 Breakout Rooms 


 
 
In this final breakout session, participants will continue their small-group discussions.  
 Research Translation  


 Strategies of Research Translation: The State of Practice Room J (Lower Level) 
 Engaging with Policy Audiences Balcony A (Main Level) 
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 Engaging with Communities of Interest to Improve Health Room F1/F2  
 (Lower Level) 


 Capacity Building  
 Developing and Sustaining Partnerships Room A (Lower Level) 
 Logic Modeling Balcony C (Main Level) 
 Building effective engagement around research ethics Room B (Lower Level) 


 
 Communication  


 Dialogue Balcony B (Main Level) 
 Messaging and Framing Room G1/G2 (Lower Level) 
 Web and Emerging Technologies Room C1/C2 (Lower Level) 
 


2:30 Posters: Projects West of the Mississippi Atrium 
 
3:30 Overview of Breakouts Main Auditorium 


This session we will hear from the leaders of the small group discussions. They will provide an 
overview of the general ideas coming out of their groups. 


 
4:00 Conclusion: “Moving Forward as a Stronger PEPH Network” Main Auditorium 
 Gwen Collman, director 
 Division of Extramural Research and Training, NIEHS 
 
4:30 Adjourn 
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Accomplishments 


The PEPH program brings focus and coordination to NIEHS extramural environmental public health activities. It facilitates 
interactions among NIEHS program staff and promotes greater connections among grantees. Since the inaugural PEPH 
meeting, we have made important advances. Following are some quick highlights: 


1. PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual. After two years of intense, interactive work, the Evaluation Metrics Manual 
(EMM) is complete! As you may recall, the EMM was developed in response to expressed needs of our university 
and community partners. To ensure that grantees and community members are comfortable using the EMM, we are 
developing training materials to build the capacity of NIEHS staff and our extramural partners. 


2. Communication Workshop. In July 2011, grantees and federal partners spent one day focused on communication 
capacity building. Grantees shared their common approaches and identified next steps and opportunities. 
Participants highlighted the importance of inter-disciplinary partnerships; the need to understand culture and context 
of communication; the need to consider the ways of using new forms of technology to communicate; and the 
challenge of addressing the gap between “health” and “environment.” 


3. Engaging Policy Makers Workshop. In September 2011, we convened a day-long workshop in collaboration with 
the annual University of Iowa Hansen Award Lecture. Participants discussed the ways in which we work with policy 
makers. A particular focus was on the similarities and differences between rural and urban issues. A central take-
home message emerged: an effective strategy for engaging policy makers requires placing a local, human face on 
the science. Participants also highlighted the environmental public health importance of the U.S. Farm Bill. 


4. PEPH Webinar Series. We established the PEPH Webinar series in 2010 to promote interactions among PEPH 
grantees, to increase awareness of common issues and approaches, and to explore emerging issues. In 2011, we 
hosted 11 webinars on a wide range of topics with a mix of presenters from within and outside PEPH. The 2012 
series promises to be even better with an engaging slate of topics. We hope that you will contribute to this series. 


5. PEPH Resource Center (V2.0). The Resource Center now has 341 registered users and 192 materials, of which 31 
have been posted to the NIEHS public website. We have enhanced the on-line tool to improve its utility. Users can 
“Like” and provide feedback on materials within the PEPH Resource Center. We have computers at the registration 
table so you can check out the enhancements and set up an account if you don’t have one. 


6. PEPH e-News. We have over 600 registered recipients of the PEPH e-News! It is a tool for disseminating information 
about grantee accomplishments, funding opportunities, and other activities of interest to members of the growing 
PEPH network. Your contributions will add value to the document. If you have news that you would like to share with 
others within the PEPH network, please send us those items. The PEPH e-News, current and past issues, is 
available on-line. To sign up to receive the PEPH e-News, please send a note to PEPH@niehs.nih.gov. 


7. PEPH Conceptual Model. We have changed the PEPH conceptual model from an “umbrella” to a “network.” The 
“umbrella” concept made sense at the beginning as we established PEPH. It helped us define and focus our initial set 
of programs and projects. Over the past two years, through reflection and examination of PEPH, it is clear that PEPH 
fosters dynamic connections on common approaches, strategies, and topics. As such, it became evident that a 
“network” model is more appropriate to the goals and objectives of PEPH. 



http://bit.ly/PEPHnews

http://bit.ly/e-Past

mailto:PEPH@niehs.nih.gov
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Environmental Public Health: 
The science of conducting and translating research into action to address 


environmental exposures and health risks of concern to the public. 


Welcome to the National Institutes of Health 


(NIH) in Bethesda, Maryland for the second full 


meeting of the Partnerships for Environmental 


Public Health (PEPH) program. This meeting is 


an opportunity for grantees from different programs to come together to share their individual and group 


accomplishments. The theme of this year’s meeting is Building a Stronger Environmental Public Health 


Network for Tomorrow: Advancing the Science through Critical Reflection. 


Meeting Overview 


The PEPH 2012 meeting focuses on strengthening the connections among grantees. A benefit of programs such as 


PEPH is the ability to learn from the experiences of different projects and work together on emerging issues. The planning 


committee believes in the importance of reflecting critically on all our activities, the things that do and do not work. To 


fulfill the PEPH meeting objectives, the planning committee developed an agenda that will inform and stimulate discussion 


among participants. Here is a brief description of the meeting: 


Wednesday morning, the meeting opens with Training Institutes. 


Wednesday afternoon, the meeting officially begins at 1:00 p.m. with an overview of PEPH and a welcome presentation 


from the NIEHS Director. Next, scientific presentations will inspire participants for small group discussions. Small group 


discussions on Capacity Building, Communication, and Research Translation will complete the day. 


Thursday begins with report backs from Wednesday’s small group leaders. Presentations on environmental and 


occupational health disparities will follow. There will be two poster sessions and two more small group discussion 


sessions. The day will end with a summary of the meeting and key outcomes. 


Small Group Discussions. 


Participants may choose from three small group discussions for each of the three 90-minute breakout sessions, providing 


nine different opportunities. Meeting attendees may stay within a theme for all breakout sessions (for example, attend all 


three Communication small group discussions), or mix up thematic discussions (for example, attend one discussion on 


Capacity Building, one on Communication, and one on Research Translation). While the small group discussions will 


essentially be the same at each breakout session, the idea is for breakout sessions two and three to build on the 


outcomes of the previous breakouts to advance the conversation. 


Living Logic Model. With the development of the PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual, NIEHS staff has begun developing a 


logic model for the PEPH program itself. A useful PEPH logic model requires input from our partners in the extramural 


community. Now is your chance to help NIEHS identify PEPH program activities, outputs, and impacts using the Living 
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Logic Model (located by the registration table). You can contribute one idea or a set of ideas that links an activity to an 


output and an impact. If someone has identified an issue you agree with, place a sticker on it! That way we will know 


which topics have the greatest support. Paper, markers, and stickers will be available. 


Evaluation Table. During the poster sessions, Kristi Pettibone and Christie Drew (NIEHS, Program Analysis Branch) will 


have a table set up to sit down with interested individuals to discuss questions about program evaluation and the PEPH 


Evaluation Metrics Manual. 


Grants Management Table. During the poster sessions, Molly Puente (NIEHS, Grants Management Branch) will be 


available to talk with grantees about grants management issues. Swing by her table! 


During this meeting, we will work toward strengthening the PEPH network through small group discussions, poster 


sessions, and impromptu hallway conversations. Hopefully, you will find the time during the next couple days to catch up 


with old friends, build new friendships, and perhaps plant the seeds for future collaborations. 


 


Appreciation 


Planning meetings of this nature require a great deal of hard work and commitment from a core group of individuals. 
Please extend a special thanks to the multi-talented planning committee members for this event: 
 
 Mary Dereski (Wayne State University, ARRA) 
 Naomi Hirsch (Oregon State University, EHSCC) 
 Jessica Trowbridge (University of California, 


Berkeley, CEHC) 
 Peggy Shepard (WeACT, EJ) 
 Anna Hoover (University of Kentucky, SRP) 
 John Sullivan (UTMB, EHSCC) 
 Peggy Toy (University of California, Los Angeles, 


ARRA) 


 Daniel Madrigal (University of California, Berkeley, 
CEHC) 


 Amy Kyle (University of California, Berkeley, SRP & 
CEHC) 


 Steven Wallace (UCLA, ARRA) 
 Sharon Beard (NIEHS, Worker Training) 


 Caroline Dilworth (NIEHS, Epidemiology) 
 Bono Sen (NIEHS, EHP Journal) 
 Kimberley Thigpen Tart (NIEHS, Office of Policy 


Planning and Evaluation) 
 Kristi Pettibone (NIEHS, Program Analysis Branch) 
 Beth Anderson (NIEHS, Superfund Research 


Program) 
 Ed Kang (NIEHS, Office of Communication and 


Public Liaison) 
 Symma Finn (NIEHS, Behavioral & Social 


Sciences) 
 Kerri Moran (MDB, Inc.) 
 Abigail Grebasch (MDB, Inc.) 
 Justin Crane (MDB, Inc.) 
 Liam O'Fallon (NIEHS, PEPH Coordinator) 


 


Green Meeting 


We have attempted to “green” this meeting as much as possible. You can do your part! When the meeting ends, please 
turn in your name tag and lanyard at the registration table. 
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Capacity Building Sessions 
The capacity building track aims to enhance the capacity of academic researchers and community 
representatives to advance science-based decision-making through building sustainable 
partnerships, integrating logic modeling practices and techniques, and promoting research ethics 
and principles for effective outcomes to ultimately improve environmental health for all. 


 


Small Group 1. Developing and Sustaining Partnerships 
The breakout session will foster a discussion of guidelines and operating principles for achieving 
effective sustainable partnerships. We will emphasize the importance of equitable decision-making, 
resource sharing, and mutual respect as well as the challenges and benefits of partnerships from a 
diversity of perspectives. 
 


Discussion Questions: 
Models of Successful Partnerships: 


 What specific models have you used to build and sustain partnerships around community 
capacity building? 


 Have they been successful and how successful have they been for effective sustainable 
partnerships? 


 How did you evaluate the model or techniques used to build the partnership? 


 How do you define science-based decision-making? How do we advance science-based 
decision-making through building sustainable partnerships? 


 Have you developed training and other resources around how to effectively sustain 
partnerships? If so, what kinds? 


 Have you replicated your model/approach to receive additional funding or resources to address 
new areas of research around community capacity building? If so, how? What would you 
attribute to your success? What were the challenges you had to overcome? 


 What are the best strategies to promote these successful models? How can the PEPH network 
help? 


 


Importance of Equitable Decision Making: 


 How did the partnership ensure equitable decision-making between partners? 


 Where there specific guidelines, operating principles or rules of participation and engagement 
established when the partnership was created? 


 How have those rules evolved as you sustained your partnership? 


 What challenges have you overcome in achieving equitable decision making? 


 Are their existing challenges or gaps you would like to see addressed? What are they? 


 How have you successfully handled resource sharing in the areas of intellectual property or 
contributions from all parties, access to research results, and funding across the partnership? 
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Addressing Diversity of Perspectives: 


 How important is the issue of ensuring diversity of perspectives and mutual respect for all 
partners in community capacity building? 


 What models or approaches have you used effectively to ensure cultural competency of 
researchers or scientist working with communities? 


 


*Action* 
For each of these areas, please share additional resources such as: have you published any 
papers on any of these topics that you can share? Are there websites or other material that 
can provide specific tools, models, approaches, or strategies to promote community 
capacity building? 


 


Small Group 2. Logic modeling 
The breakout session will facilitate a discussion on the use of logic models to support partnerships 
and plan effective activities, projects, training, and community engagement outcomes. 
 
Discussion Questions: 
 What is a logic model? 
 Why use a logic model? 
 What are the components of a good logic model? 


How can a good logic model lead to a strong evaluation process? 
How can a logic model lead to designing a project or program with measurable outcomes? 


 How have you used a logic model or how could you see your program using a logic model? 
 Who should be involved in building the logic model? 
 What do you do when you’ve achieved your outcomes? (How often do you revisit/revise your 


logic model?) 
 How many logic models should you develop? 
 What do you think would be the benefits of working with your organization/partners to 


develop a logic model? 
 What would be some challenges? (Has anyone else experienced these challenges – if so, how 


did you address them?) 
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Small Group 3. Building effective engagement around research ethics 
The breakout session aims to address the gaps in the ethical research framework currently 
supported by academic institutions and grantors that have not kept pace with the realities of CBPR 
practice. We will discuss a framework that addresses community concerns such as training all 
engaged on research ethnics, sharing of data, effective IRB engagement, human subject protection, 
and heightened relevance of ethics training to meet community and academic researcher needs. 
 
Discussion Questions: 
 Are university requirements (e.g. applying for IRB approval, completing evaluations, etc.) a 


burden on the community? If so, how are they? If not, why not? 
 What are some tips for successful IRB submissions? 
 Should IRB rules and review processes be modified for community engagement projects? Why? 


Why not? 
 What are the training needs for all partners to develop, implement, and sustain community-


engaged research projects? 
o Researchers? 
o Community members? 
o Healthcare/Public health professionals? 
o Funders? 


 Are community review boards useful in improving community-researcher engagement and 
fostering ethical treatment of subjects? Why? Why not? 


 How can the bioethical process and ethical oversight build trust? 
 What are effective ground rules for data sharing? Is it only rules for shared authorship of 


journal submissions or should there be other considerations? 
 What role can NIH play to reduce barriers to community engagement while preserving 


protection of human subjects? 
 How do we prepare community partners for the potentially long process that an IRB application 


and approval entails? 
 Recognizing that not all partnerships work well, when conflicts arise between/among research 


partners, what mechanisms can be established by the funder or university to address them? 
How do you ensure that after a grant is awarded that a partner cannot be dropped without any 
specified means for redress? 
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Research Translation Breakout Sessions 
 


The Strategy of Research Translation 


What are the strategies we use to make scientific findings and knowledge available and actionable 
for audiences and partners outside the academic and research communities to advance 
environmental public health protection? These sessions are about how we identify opportunities 
and decide what to work on. 


We know that participants have diverse projects and approaches. For some, production of 
knowledge in the research context may drive strategies for research translation. For others, the 
needs and interests of external audiences and stakeholders may drive our approaches. Perhaps it 
will be some of both. Research translation activities have different scales. Some focus on national 
audiences; others at the state level; others at the community level. Many different kinds of groups 
and networks can be partners and audiences. 


The purpose of the breakout sessions is to discuss what we are doing and why, and to learn from 
the experiences of others. 


 


Small Group 1. Strategies of Research Translation: The State of Practice 
The approaches to research translation incorporated in the PEPH networks have been largely 
defined by grant recipients. The purpose of this session will be to identify and enumerate the range 
of strategies used in the PEPH community for research translation. We plan to use a working 
document as background for the discussion, and this will be provided to those who register for this 
session. 


During the session, our objective is to identify the range of approaches used by participants and 
discuss the reasons that underlie the selection of various approaches. An additional goal is to 
develop a publishable manuscript to provide a baseline description of the range of practices and 
approaches identified to begin to define research translation for the field of environmental health. 


Questions for discussion: 


1. For each of your research translation projects, what is the main purpose of the project? 


 Support the adoption of a particular policy action or intervention? 


 Motivate actions by individuals to improve their health? 


 Increase capacity of an identified audience or partner or network or group? 


 Inform discussion or deliberation about a course of action? 


 Create information materials that might apply to a variety of audiences, not targeted for 
any one? 


 Create training programs for identified audiences? 


 Achieve some other purpose? If so, then what? 
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2. For each of your research translation programs, is your primary motivation to disseminate the 
research of your funded program (supply side) or to meet the needs of an identified audience 
or group (demand side) or something different from this? Does this distinction make sense to 
you? 


3. How do you define the scope of the findings or knowledge that you disseminate? 
4. How do you define the interests and needs of your audiences or partners or groups? 
5. Is your project part of a community based participatory research project? 
6. Do you use a scoping process or needs assessment process to define your projects? If so, what 


is it? 
7. How do you define success? 
8. Have your research translation projects been successful? If so, what has contributed to this 


success? If not, what do you believe is the principal reason? 
9. Who is your principal communicator or messenger for each project? 
 


Small Group 2. Engaging with Policy Audiences 
We are all challenged to conduct coordinated research and translation/outreach programs that 
have an impact on improving public health and the communities that we serve. Research findings 
may be made actionable through public policies that are broadly applicable to many individuals or 
organizations. Such public policies are adopted by legislative bodies or executive agencies at the 
national, state, and local level. Often, actions at all of these levels are needed to improve public 
health. The policy actors, stakeholders, and networks involved in decisions about such actions are 
important audiences for our work. 


This breakout will provide an opportunity to discuss the areas of policy development relevant to 
the PEPH projects. The group will discuss the roles that researchers play in engaging with the policy 
actors and issue networks. Participants will have an opportunity to discuss and gain feedback on 
specific situations they encounter. 


Questions for discussion 


1. Is your project interested in public policy? If so, at what scale and for what topic(s)? 
2. How do you view public policy as contributing to improved public health? 
3. How do you seek to improve public policy? 
4. Have you identified a specific point where your research results or knowledge would be 


informative to policy makers? If so, what? 
5. What steps have you taken to engage with policy makers or those who influence them? 
6. What are the main constraints that you face? What would help you to overcome these? 
7. Would you like to be more engaged with public policy development? What would help you to 


do this? 
8. How could the PEPH network better address this area and help you to achieve your goals? 
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Small Group 3. Engaging with Communities of Interest to Improve Health 
We often think of communities in PEPH as geographic communities such as neighborhoods, towns, 
or cities. Environmental health is a function of place, and engaging with such communities is a 
valuable and significant component of PEPH. 


We also recognize that there are communities that have environmental health issues and concerns 
and so may be valuable partners and audiences for research translation activities, but that are not 
defined by a geographic focus. Such networks could be groups working to improve environmental 
health in schools, parents concerned about their children with cancer, people affected by the diesel 
emissions from goods movement, or health care professionals such as obstetricians, gynecologists, 
or pediatricians who are asked how to avoid adverse environmental exposures. Researchers at 
UCSF, for example, have defined a community of interest as being people concerned about 
preconception and prenatal periods of development. 


This session will discuss engaging with such communities of interest. 


Questions for discussion: 


1. What communities or networks of interests have you identified or worked with? 
2. How do we identify these communities of interest? 
3. What are the information needs of these communities of interest? How have you assessed 


them? What are the similarities and differences? 
4. How can we design research translation strategies with them? 
5. Have you adopted strategies that have been successful? What makes a successful strategy? 
6. How do we contribute to development of cohesive proposals to improve public health within 


such contexts? 
7. Are there communities or networks of interest that we should reach out to and engage? Which 


ones and why? 
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Communication Sessions 
Through discussion and a collective sharing of best practices, the Communication Sessions aim to 
elevate our environmental health communication skills, inform the development of our 
communication strategies, and strengthen our environmental health networks. Session topics were 
considered valuable in past workshops and in need of further discussion to benefit our translation 
and community engagement work. Dialogue reveals the values of our stakeholders, so we can 
choose effective approaches that resonate with those values and empower affected populations. 
Messaging and Framing focuses on ways to make complex environmental health topics personally 
relevant to our audiences. Web Technologies covers how we can utilize the Web most effectively for 
our audiences. All three workshops will identify gaps, opportunities, and how we can unite and 
benefit from one another as part of the PEPH network. 


 


Small Group 1. Dialogue 
Communication provides a dialogic means of exchanging views and involving community members 
directly in the issues that affect their lives. Dialogue can utilize traditional or modern 
communicative approaches, ultimately incorporating both science and stakeholder values into 
decision-making. In this session, participants will discuss their experiences in creating and 
evaluating communicative partnerships that support the development and/or implementation of 
environmental health projects and programs, tying these experiences to the broader context of 
action research. 


Questions for discussion: 


1. What do we mean by dialogue? What is it and what isn’t it?  
2. What is action research? How does it relate to dialogue and to PEPH goals and programs? 
3. What are benefits of engaging in dialogic partnership- and program-building? 
4. What are challenges specific to the use of dialogue around environmental health issues? What 


are some ways to begin addressing these challenges? What kinds of dialogic approaches are 
PEPH grantees currently using with stakeholders? Are these approaches created ad hoc, or are 
they based in existing social scientific theory and literature? With whom dialogue is taking 
place? 


5. How can we expand the number and types of stakeholder groups we engage through dialogic, 
participatory processes? 


6. How can approaches that value dialogue be incorporated into the overall PEPH Logic Model? Is 
it possible to create valid evaluation metrics without the input of partners? If not, how can we 
meet agency-defined evaluation needs while still respecting the importance of dialogue? 
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Small Group 2. Messaging/Framing 
When communicating environmental health research, framing is essential to delivering the 
intended message. Distinct audiences require unique frames that must be written appropriately for 
the context in which the messages are received. The purpose of the message must also be 
considered, whether the purpose is to inform policy decisions or to educate the public. In this 
session, participants will share and discuss the ways in which they frame environmental health 
messages for specific audiences. The group will also identify the gaps and opportunities for 
advancing work in this area to enhance the delivery and impact of our messages. 


Questions for discussion: 


1. Why are you communicating about environmental health? 
 Informing decision makers? 
 Explaining the value of research? 
 Educating the public about an environmental health issue? 
 Educating the public about an environmental health issue with specific instructions on 


health promoting behaviors? 
2. How do you use framing when developing environmental health messages? 
3. What lessons can be learned from health communications research that can be applied to 


environmental health communications research? Where is the field of environmental health 
communications research? 


4. How does one communicate uncertainty? What are the issues to be aware of surrounding 
uncertainty? What strategies have worked well? 


5. What is the role/importance of mental models? What are examples of how they are being used 
by grantees in the PEPH network? 


6. Is there value in having a unified message? What are elements of messages from environmental 
health research that people would want to hear that are standard in environmental health 
communication? 


For example, should all messages have the following elements: 
▪ Why was the study done and who paid for it? 
▪ What was found? 
▪ What was done? 
▪ What is going to be done about the results? 
▪ What can I do? 
▪ How will my doctors find out the information/ 


7. What other challenges prevent researchers from effectively framing research findings (time, 
language, culture, age, gender, political, lack of expertise)? 


8. What kinds of tools have been/would be helpful for people to use in messaging/framing? 
9. What training/capacity building is needed to prepare researchers and others working within the 


PEPH networks to adequately frame their research? 
10. How do you evaluate the effectiveness of messaging/framing? How do you know the message 


got through and was understood/internalized? 
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Small Group 3. Web and Emerging Technologies 
We know the Web is a powerful source for health and science information, but do we have the 
knowledge and skills to use Web technologies effectively in our programs? In this session, we will 
discuss Web tools and on-line communication strategies that leverage partnerships and increase 
outreach efforts. We will expand our knowledge by discussing benefits, challenges, and 
opportunities of selected innovative projects that use digital storytelling, interactive maps, 
multimedia, mobile technologies, or social network platforms. The session will wrap up on 
potential ways to assess impact and how to share our experiences to benefit others. 


*Action* Come prepared to share specific projects or resources if you have them. 


Questions for discussion: 


1. How do we currently utilize Web technologies for research/outreach? 
▪ Identify why specific projects are successful. 
▪ Understand why some are not as successful and how to adapt. 
▪ What are we not doing that we want to do? Identify barriers. 
▪ How much time and what resources do people/programs invest to on-line outreach 


efforts? 
2. Identify any specific issues related to Web outreach and environmental health topics and 


research. 
▪ What is helpful for us to know in relation to on-line technologies and disadvantaged or 


culturally diverse communities? Risk and crisis information? 
3. What are the benefits and opportunities of social network platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, 


and blogs? What are the challenges? 
4. What are ways we support our trainees/students on-line? 


▪ What are effective ways to showcase the training and research of students? 
5. What mobile technology outreach/engagement projects are good examples for what is possible 


for us? 
6. What are ways we have utilized Web technology to strengthen internal communication (within 


our Centers, and within the PEPH network)? 
▪ Discuss gaps, opportunities, and challenges for future directions. 


7. What are worthwhile ways to assess the impact of Web and social media projects? 
8. What Web technology topics have provided (and may provide) opportunities to publish? 


▪ How can we collaborate (and all benefit) to address gaps and questions in need of 
research? 


▪ What journals and websites are good places to gather information and share findings 
with others? 


9. How can the PEPH network enable us in our Web technology projects? 
▪ What can we contribute to the PEPH logic model that would advance effective and 


successful Web technology projects? 
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1. African Americans and Environmental Cancers: Sharing Histories to Build 


Trust 
Della McKinnon (dom2@duke.edu) 


Contributing Authors 


Millender, E., Children's Environmental Health Initiative-Duke University 


McKinnon, D., Children's Environmental Health Initiative- Duke University 


Seewaldt, V., Duke University Medical Center 


Miranda, M., Children's Environmental Health Initiative-Duke University 


Worthy, V., Triangle Sisters Network, NC 


 


Abstract 


African Americans have the highest overall cancer death rate and shortest survival of any racial and ethnic 


group in the United States. The US breast cancer death rate is 23.0 (per 100,000) for Caucasian women, as 


compared to 34.3 for African American women. In Durham County, North Carolina, the 5-year (1997-2001) 


breast cancer death rate was 27.7 for Caucasians and 41.0 for African Americans. The causes of these 


inequalities are complex, but arise, at least in part, from disparities in income, education, nutrition, and 


access to healthcare. These factors also increase the likelihood of exposure to environmental carcinogens, 


which may contribute to increased cancer mortality among African Americans. For complex historical 


reasons, African Americans have had mixed experiences in accessing care and in the quality of care they 


receive, giving rise to distrust within the African American community regarding the intents and purposes of 


health care researchers. Campus-community efforts to address environmental health issues need to directly 


address the current context for concerns and relationship-building. The foundation of this project is a 


partnership between the Triangle Sisters Network and Duke University. By advancing this partnership and 


using existing networks, community health workers will survey 900 African American women in order to 


understand community concerns regarding environmental contributors to cancer health disparities among 


high-risk African- American women and their families. This study holds promise for addressing 


environmental public health concerns regarding breast and other cancers locally and in other geographic 


regions. 


 


Organization: 


Children’s Environmental Health Initiative, Duke University and Triangle Chapter of the Sisters Network, Inc. 


 


PEPH Program Affiliation: 


Breast Cancer and Environment Research Program 


 


Topic area(s): 


Communication 
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2. 2011 Community Assessment Project, Durham, NC 
Pamela Maxson (pm12@duke.edu) 


Contributing Authors 


Miranda, ML - School of Natural Resources and Environment, University of Michigan 


Maxson, P - Children's Environmental Health Initiative, Duke University 


Post, J - Children's Environmental Health Initiative, Duke University 


 


Abstract 


Objective: The Community Assessment Project (CAP), first conducted by the Children’s Environmental 


Health Initiative (CEHI) during the summer of 2008, was designed to elucidate the relationship between built 


environment variables and environmental, public, and clinical health data for the city of Durham, North 


Carolina. During the summer of 2011, CEHI launched a second assessment, allowing for a comparison of 


2008 and 2011 built environment data. 


Methods: A standardized visual assessment of 57 built environment variables was developed and 


implemented in 2011 by trained assessors observing over 30,000 individual tax parcels throughout the city 


of Durham. Data observed were recorded on handheld GPS units and then uploaded into a geodatabase 


stored on a secure server. This data was indexed, aggregated, and mapped to reflect Census Block-level 


neighborhood characteristics. Importantly, data collected in 2008 for approximately 17,000 tax parcels 


allows for a longitudinal analysis of change. 


Results: Measures of the built environment, particularly housing damage, property disorder, public 


nuisances, and security measures, have been mapped and will be of use to community members. These 


indices have also been examined in relation to birth outcomes and psychosocial health. Future analyses will 


include longitudinal assessment of change in Central Durham as well as concomitant health. 


Discussion: The Community Assessment Project provides a powerful tool for characterizing the built 


environment in Durham. Neighborhoods which have multiple risk factors are identified. Ultimately, these 


neighborhoods can be examined longitudinally to determine whether improvement or decline has occurred. 


This assessment will be shared with local stakeholders in an effort to identify ways to improve Durham’s 


built environment. 


 


Organization: 


Children's Environmental Health Initiative, Duke University 


 


PEPH Program Affiliation: 


Centers for Childrens Environmental Health Disease Prevention Research 


 


Topic area(s): 


Research Translation 
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3. Ambient Air Quality at Four Urban Schools Before and After an Anti-Idling 


Campaign 


Patrick Ryan (patrick.ryan@cchmc.org) 


Contributing Authors 


Ryan, P. Cincinnati Children's Hospital Medical Center & University of Cincinnati 


Reponen, T. University of Cincinnati 


Simmons, M. University of Cincinnati 


Yermakov, M. University of Cincinnati 


Schaffer, C. University of Cincinnati 


Sharkey, K. Cincinnati Health Department 


Eghbalnia, C. Cincinnati Public Schools 


Garland-Porter, D. Cincinnati Health Department 


Grinshpun, S. University of Cincinnati 


 


Abstract 


Background: Exposure to traffic-related air pollution and diesel exhaust particles may be increased at 


schools due to nearby local traffic and diesel fueled school buses. School bus idling, in particular, has been 


associated with increased PM2.5 and elemental carbon (EC, a marker of diesel exhaust) concentrations near 


schools. The objective of this study was to examine the impact of a community-based anti-idling campaign 


on outdoor air quality at four public schools with varying exposure to school buses and nearby traffic in 


Cincinnati, OH. 


Methods: Ambient air sampling for PM2.5 and EC was conducted at each school for five days prior to an 


anti-idling campaign. Sampling began each day 30 minutes before the morning arrival of school buses and 


concluded 30 minutes after their afternoon departure. Sampling was also conducted simultaneously at four 


community sites chosen to represent ambient background concentrations in the neighborhoods where the 


children attending each school reside. School and community sampling was repeated at each location 


following an anti-idling campaign. Differences in PM2.5 and EC concentrations at school and community 


sites for each sampling day were calculated and compared to those after the campaign using linear mixed 


models. 


Results: Prior to the anti-idling campaign, the concentration of PM2.5 outside of schools exceeded the 


community background levels at 3 of the 4 schools and the difference was greatest (4.1 µg/m3, p = 0.07) at 


the school with the highest number of school buses (n = 39). Similarly for EC, the greatest difference 


between school and community sites was observed at the school with the highest number of buses (0.40 


µg/m3, p < 0.01). Following the anti-idling campaign the concentration of EC was significantly reduced after 


accounting for background concentrations at the school with the greatest number of buses. PM2.5 


concentration at this school was also decreased and was not significantly different than the background site. 


The concentrations of PM2.5 and EC at schools with fewer buses (n = 5 – 12) were not significantly 


decreased after controlling for background concentrations. 


Conclusions: The concentration of PM2.5 and EC at schools may exceed background levels in the community 


where children reside, particularly in the presence of idling school buses. A community-based anti-idling 
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campaign was effective at reducing EC to background levels at the school with the greatest number of 


buses. 
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Abstract 


Custodians have high overall injury and illness rates and use significant amounts of cleaning agents. 


Components of traditional cleaners include acids, solvents, bleach compounds, aerosol sprays, and 


phthalates, many of which are associated with both acute and chronic health concerns. In response to 


concerns over health and environmental consequences from chemicals, a state law in 2007 required all state 


agencies to use environmentally preferred products. The University of Connecticut Health Center (UCHC), 


following a community participatory research model, developed a working team to engage custodians and 


develop an understanding of cleaning methods that reduce exposures to occupational hazards. The 


community partners were the Connecticut Employees Union Independent, an affiliate of the Service 


Employees International Union (CEUI-SEIU); the Connecticut Council for Occupational Safety and Health; the 


Coalition for a Safe and Healthy Connecticut; and facility and environmental health and safety offices within 


6 state agencies. The multifaceted study employs qualitative (i.e. focus group and key interviews) and 


quantitative (i.e. exposure assessment and health questionnaire) research methods. The methods were 


designed to support outreach and study needs to collect information and develop effective best practice 


training for custodians. Moreover these actions built capacity among union and custodian leadership to 


better understand occupational risk. Partnership activities between the union and university will be 


highlighted throughout the poster, including partner contributions to methods, survey content, outreach 


and response rates, interpretation, and dissemination. Summary results from focus group activities and the 


initial participation results of the questionnaire survey will be included. In addition a pilot training program 


developed by the team for one facility will be discussed as an example of research translation. This work was 


supported by cooperative agreement R 21ES017972-01 from the US Center for Disease Control and 


Prevention, National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health. 
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Abstract 


The Community Outreach and Engagement Core (COEC) in the UNC-Chapel Hill Center for Environmental 


Health and Susceptibility (CEHS) is developing a suite of materials for public health professionals to use to 


introduce home –based hazards and low-cost remedies to clients in low income and minority communities 


in North Carolina. This poster provides an overview of these materials, which are focused on asthma, lead 


poisoning, home safety, and pesticides and include videos, hands-on learning activities, educational 


literature that meets varying literacy levels, and a home assessment form used to educate families about 


environmental health hazards in their homes. To date, a variety of health professionals, have used these 


materials, including community health workers, nurses, environmental health specialists, and health 


educators. Preliminary results are also included from an intensive 7-hour training for 42 community health 


workers and shorter trainings conducted with over 130 professionals. 
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Abstract 


Background: Few studies have assessed the safety of agricultural work-related tasks among female 


farmworkers of childbearing age. Potential occupational safety risks involve persistent pesticide exposure, 


repetitive motion of heavy lifting, prolonged standing, heat stress, and musculoskeletal strain.  


Objective: Examine differences in work-related practices, workplace hygiene, and health symptoms among 


female farmworkers for two separate agricultural settings in Central Florida. 


Methods: A cross-sectional survey was conducted on 260 female farmworkers between the ages on 19-40 


working in fernery or nursery operations. Descriptive statistics were used to characterize the work 


environment and work practices of this vulnerable understudied population. 


Results: Female farmworkers commonly reported strenuous work activities, including frequent bending, 


lifting, and standing. Women in both settings frequently reported fatigue, heat exhaustion, and muscle 


cramps while working. Fernery workers reported diminished access to facilities promoting workplace 


hygiene, including hand washing and lavatory amenities. The majority of all female agricultural workers 


reported working during their last pregnancy, an average 40-50% of women reported having worked their 


entire pregnancy. Working in the heat/sun was more prevalent among fernery workers (95.8%) compared to 


nursery workers (40.5%) (Pearson chi-square test p<.001). 


Conclusions: Our finding revealed adverse working conditions for these female farmworkers of childbearing 


age, implicating the potential for adverse pregnancy health outcomes during times in which these women 


may be pregnant. To our knowledge, this is the first study to report on the hazardous working conditions to 


which pregnant women in agriculture may be exposed. 
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Abstract 


Introduction: Air quality is connected to our health, ecosystems, energy consumption, economy and quality 


of life. It is essential that youth understand interrelationships between our environment and human health. 


Our Community Advisory Board’s priority is to target youth by integrating air quality and health within the 


state’s curriculum. The overall goal is to prepare Colorado youth to become critical thinkers capable of 


making informed decisions and taking actions about their environment and health. To assist educators a 


resource of “best” lesson plans and supports was developed. 


Methods: Several steps were completed to develop a resource of best materials based on solid evidence and 


current pedagogical principles. Since several resources exist, an additional purpose was to avoid duplication 


and reinvention of resources while simultaneously creating an accessible resource. Developmental steps 


included: performing a needs assessment and environmental scan, retrieving and reviewing existing 


resources to identify “best” lesson plans, blueprinting lesson plans to Colorado curriculum frameworks, and 


teacher reviewing and rating of the best available lesson plans. 


Results: An initial search identified thousands of resources related to air, air quality/pollution and/or health. 


After refinement of search terms and initial review of resources, 21 programs consisting of 192 resources 


underwent a second level review. This second level review was completed against pre-identified criteria for 


a “best” resource defined through a needs assessment and environmental scan. Following the second level 


of review, resources were identified as 17 lesson plans were identified as ready to use (17), needing 


additional work (39) and not useful (136). Of the 17 ready to use lesson plans, 8 were suitable for 6th to 8th 


grades, 5 were suitable for K-5th grades and 4 were suitable for 9th-12th grades. The most common areas of 


foci for resources were air pollution in general and the Air Quality Index. Common reasons for resources 


being identified as not useful were the lack of a link between air quality and health and the lack of an inquiry 


based framework. 


Conclusion: Several ready to use lesson plans exist for K-12 educators to prepare future generations to make 


informed decisions and serve as environmental stewards related to air quality and health. A website 


(www.capk-12.org) makes these resources available as a one stop source for educators. 
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Abstract 


Two programs of Brown University Community Engagement Core (CEC) and Children's Environmental Health 


Center have emerged as hubs for strengthening environmental health in Rhode Island. First, Brown’s CEC 


and its community partner, the Environmental Justice League of Rhode Island, has led to the development of 


four youth-focused initiatives. (1) In its third year in 2011, the Community Environmental College provided a 


free eight-week program to 50 Providence high school students. The program strengthens critical 


environmental thinking skills through interactive activities, field trips, stewardship and projects on issues of 


air pollution, waste, food justice and climate change. (2) Eco Youth: Multimedia Environmental Educators is 


a new year-round after-school program that builds the capacity of local communities to address 


environmental pollution through youth-run public education workshops, demonstration projects and multi-


media productions. (3) GreenStage is a new after-school program at a local high school coordinated by 


Brown students combining playwriting and public performance with environmental justice education. And 


(4) the RI Healthy Corner Store Initiative is a youth-driven project to promote the availability of healthy food 


and fresh produce in small, racially and ethnically diverse food stores in Providence and Pawtucket. The 


project involves healthy “makeovers” to local food stores, and statewide policy initiatives to overcome 


obstacles to healthy foods. Second, in collaboration with the Children’s Environmental Health Center 


Community Outreach and Translation Core, Brown’s CEC organized the first conference of RI Hospitals for a 


Healthy Environment in March 2011, with eighty attendees. This new coalition brings together hospitals, 


professional associations, nursing schools, unions, academic institutions, government agencies, local food 


groups, and environmental groups to promote cost-effective, healthy, green and sustainable health care 


institutions. 
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Abstract 


The Community Outreach and Education Core (COEC) is part of the NIEHS-funded University of Michigan 


School of Public Health (UM SPH) Environmental Health Science (EHS) Core Center. The COEC fosters 


enhanced understanding among community members, policymakers and public health decision-makers 


concerning the role of environmental exposures in disease. The UM SPH EHS Core Center specifically focuses 


on how environmental exposures over the lifecourse are linked to asthma, early life development, diabetes, 


and cancer through three pathways (epigenetic regulation, oxidative stress, and endocrine disruptors). 


Detroit and Southeast Michigan, in particular, are disproportionately impacted by environmental exposures 


(e.g. air pollution) and have reduced access to resources that might protect against the negative effects of 


those exposures (e.g., access to foods rich in antioxidants), increasing vulnerability to negative effects of 


those exposures. Over the lifecourse, these increased environmental exposures and increased vulnerabilities 


contribute to racial, ethnic and socioeconomic health disparities. 


We will describe the COEC Stakeholder Advisory Board (SAB), made up of Detroit residents, representatives 


from community-based organizations, and public health decision makers, whose role is to guide the work of 


the COEC. We will describe the role of the SAB in informing the development of materials to enhance bi-


directional communication between the UM SPH EHS and community member and policy and decision 


makers, in order to promote informed decision public health decision making. We will describe what 


materials and methods we utilize to communicate with the community on the three pathways and their 


linkages to asthma, early life development, diabetes, and cancer. 
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Abstract 


Purpose: To use a community-university partnership to assess spatial disparities in exposure for Low-country 


Alliance for Model Communities (LAMC) neighborhoods and other disadvantaged neighborhoods in 


Metropolitan Charleston. 


Methods: Data on the spatial location of EPA regulated facilities and other land uses regulated by the state 


of South Carolina was obtained. ArcGIS 9.3 was used to map the spatial distribution of facilities. Chloropleth 


maps were created to depict the relationship between facility location and demographic composition 


(percent non-white, percent poverty, percent high school education). SAS 9.2 was used to assess differences 


in the distribution of pollution-emitting facilities, land uses, and pollution levels. 


Results: We found a larger number of Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) facilities and Leaking Underground 


Storage Tanks (LUSTs) located in North Charleston which has a greater percentage of non-whites and 


African-Americans compared to Charleston MSA. As percent non-white increased, the number of TRI sites 


and LUSTs increased respectively. For every 10% increase in the proportion of White, the distance to the 


nearest TRI site increased approximately 5 miles. Populations in tracts that host TRI facilities were less likely 


to own a home (more renters), more likely to live in poverty, more likely to not have a high school diploma, 


and these tracts have 86% more unemployment than non-TRI census tracts. 


Conclusion: There are significant spatial disparities in the distribution of environmental hazards and land 


uses in Metropolitan Charleston based on race and socioeconomic status. Furthermore, community 


partnerships are vital to studying and addressing Environmental Justice (EJ) and health issues. 


 


PEPH Program Affiliation: 


Research to Action 


 


Topic area(s): 


Communication 


Capacity Building 


Research Translation 







 


19   


11. Developing a Pilot Study to Study the Determinants of Vitamin D Status in 


Adult Asthmatics in Barbados 
Sonali Bose (sbose7@jhmi.edu) 


Contributing Authors 


Bose, S, Johns Hopkins University 


Smith-Waters, L, Johns Hopkins University 


Jeyaseelan, S, The University of the West Indies 


Watson, H, Queen Elizabeth Hospital 


Roach, T, Queen Elizabeth Hospital 


Diette, G, Johns Hopkins University 


McCormack, M, Johns Hopkins University 


 


Abstract 


Background: Barbados has one of the highest rates of asthma in the world and prevalence is increasing. Of 


the many environmental exposures and host susceptibility factors that contribute to disease burden, vitamin 


D deficiency has recently been linked to greater asthma morbidity. Despite the abundance of sun that is 


needed for vitamin D synthesis, vitamin D deficiency has been demonstrated even in equatorial regions. This 


finding may reflect urban lifestyle changes where increasingly more time is spent indoors. Barbados is a 


high-income developed country, with universally accessible health care services; however, the infrastructure 


for clinical research is still developing. To study the role of vitamin D in asthma in this population, we aimed 


to build capacity and develop collaborative relationships between Johns Hopkins and Barbados. 


Methods: Fifty adults with asthma were proposed to be studied for one week. Funding was obtained from 


the Center for Global Health at Johns Hopkins. Collaborators from local clinics and the University of West 


Indies (UWI) were identified and contacted. Interval meetings on the island as well as regular 


correspondence via email and telephone were used to develop study protocols. Research instruments were 


developed by adapting tools previously used in published and unpublished studies to urban Barbadian 


lifestyle and conditions. 


Results: Collaborations were formed with UWI investigators and ED and community physicians in Barbados 


through organized symposia, meetings, and correspondence. With their input, a recruitment strategy 


capturing adults with asthma from local ED and clinics was developed. Study forms and data collection 


sheets, including consent forms, screening tools, asthma questionnaires, pulmonary function data, symptom 


and activity diaries, and surveys to assess sun-related habits and dietary intake, were iteratively refined to 


be appropriate for a Barbadian population. All finalized study protocols and materials were subject to the 


approval of the Hopkins IRB, UWI IRB, and UWI Ethics Committee prior to recruitment in February 2012. 


Conclusion: Through our funded pilot study, we have solidified collaborative relationships in Barbados to 


enable successful completion of our ongoing study. These efforts have led to the creation of a Barbados 


Hopkins Respiratory Research Group that can provide the infrastructure needed in future studies to assess 


risk factors in patients with respiratory disease within this community. 
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Abstract 


Researchers in the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill’s Breast Cancer and the Environment Research 


Program (BCERP) are investigating the influence of obesity and environmental factors on susceptibility to 


basal-like breast cancer, which is more prevalent among premenopausal African American women. The 


BCERP Community works alongside researchers to develop effective strategies for communicating breast 


cancer risk to this population of women. This poster will provide an overview of the Community Partner’s 


efforts, including working closely with a Community Advisory Committee, conducting focus groups with 


African American women, conducting interviews with healthcare providers, and piloting hands-on learning 


activities with lay health advisors. This work is supported in part by the Community Outreach and 


Engagement Core (COEC) in the UNC Center for Environmental Health and Susceptibility (CEHS). 
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Abstract 


The Community Assessment of Freeway Exposure and Health study is a community-based participatory 


research effort aimed at collecting data that can be analyzed to test associations between ultrafine particle 


levels near highways and blood markers of inflammation in people living closer and farther from the 


highways. As a CBPR project, we have a deep commitment to engaging the community, public and policy 


makers. We have developed a number of communication strategies. We have a web site that has existed for 


a couple of years and that has recently been reformatted and updated. We also have published two issues 


of a project newsletter and plan to publish at least two more. The newsletter was sent to the project team 


and a broader list of interested people as well as to a subset of participants in the study. We have done four 


educational sessions about the project with school children (Boston and Somerville Public Schools, Museum 


of Science and Tufts Community Day) that generated a lot of excitement and interest. A group of 


undergraduate film students made a short film about the study which premiered on campus and is now 


available in You Tube. There has been regular news coverage of the project on local and regional 


newspapers, television and radio which has provides us opportunities to educate a much broader audience. 


We have also published two op eds (New York Daily News and Physicians for Social Responsibility). Finally, 


we have developed an advisory board that is attended by 35-45 people twice a year. Attendees include 


project team members, community leaders, study participants, municipal, state and federal agency staff, 


and elected officials. Advisory board meetings include presentations, mostly by our graduate students, of 


recent findings as well as presentations about and discussion of relevance to policy and practice. 
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Abstract 


Background: The African American Gullah population of the South Carolina are unique for defining 


environmental factors for autoimmune diseases due to low genetic admixture, environmental homogeneity, 


and high prevalence of autoimmune diseases. Local seafood is a dietary staple, therefore the finding of high 


levels of persistent organic pollutants (POPs) among local bottlenose dolphins, sentinel species for human 


health, is of high concern to the community. Links were recently established between these 


bioaccumulating, ubiquitous compounds and deleterious health effects in humans. 


Objective: To determine whether POPs, specifically polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs) and 


perfluoroalkyl acids (PFAAs), play a pathogenic role as environmental triggers of autoimmunity in genetically 


at-risk individuals. 


Methods: At the onset of the Persistent Organic Pollutants in AutoImmunity (POPAI) study, one-on-one 


interviews with were conducted with Gullah community members to validate the comprehensive 


environmental exposure questionnaires used for the study. Serum PBDEs, PFAAs, ANA and other 


autoantibodies are being measured among 100 first-degree relatives of lupus patients participating in the 


SLE in Gullah Health (SLEIGH) study who had baseline visits at least 2 years prior. 


Results: Questionnaires to measure environmental exposures, dietary intake, residential and occupational 


histories were modified based on community member interviews, with improved construct and content 


validity. Seafood intake questionnaires received from 103 Gullah participants enrolled in the SLEIGH study 


found 57% consumed locally caught seafood at least once a month and 40% consumed species known to 


contain high levels of PBDEs and PFAAs in the Charleston Harbor area. Enrollment in POPAI is ongoing, but 


preliminary results from 10 Gullah controls show mean levels of PFOS and PFOA are indeed higher among 


ANA-positive controls compared to ANA-negative controls. 


Conclusions: These ongoing studies address concerns of the Sea Island Gullah community regarding 


bioaccumulating pollutants found in local dietary staples such as fish. The ultimate goal is to improve the 


quality of and community participation in multidisciplinary research on the human health effects of 


environmental exposures and develop effective strategies for exposure reduction and autoimmune disease 


prevention. 
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Abstract 


Background: Most epidemiologic studies are designed to reduce error and improve estimation of exposure-


outcome relationships without consideration for the potential side effects of conducting the research. 


Positive public health impacts can be increased by designing studies that provide benefits during the 


research process. We used this approach to study impacts of air pollution from concentrated animal feeding 


operations (CAFOs), which are disproportionately located in North Carolina low income communities of 


color. 


Purpose: We present a study designed to provide immediate positive impacts through meaningful 


involvement of students, teachers, and community members in the research process. 


Methodology: University researchers and staff from the Rural Empowerment Association for Community 


Help chose research questions to be addressed with a panel study design. For three to five weeks, students 


in middle school science classes recorded respiratory health data and odor in a structured daily diary while 


particulate matter and hydrogen sulfide were monitored at the schools. Students and staff learned about air 


pollution, respiratory health, and research design. Trained community members facilitated daily research 


activities. 


Results: We enrolled 340 students in 15 classes from 3 schools with 95% participation. Most students 


mastered the protocol and enjoyed participating. School staff welcomed the opportunity to participate. Six 


community members served as school liaisons while the broader community organization was educated 


about air pollution from IHOs and research design. 


Conclusions: This participatory design has the potential to increase the capacity of polluted communities to 


oppose environmental injustice while quantifying dose-response relationships between air pollution and 


children’s health. 
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Abstract 


Rationale: Though the high prevalence of biomass fuel use in the developing world is widely known, the use 


of burning biomass for cooking and heating in the developed world is under-recognized. By partnering with 


the Appalachia Service Project (ASP), a faith-based non-profit Christian organization that provides free home 


repair to central Appalachia families, and East Tennessee State University (ETSU), we conducted a pilot study 


to assess the feasibility of conducting indoor environmental monitoring in rural Appalachia. We sought to 


explore the type of biomass being used for home heating and its impact upon indoor air quality in non-


heating and heating seasons. 


Methods: Residential indoor air monitoring was conducted in Lee County, Virginia in August and December 


2011. English-speaking households that had received services from ASP and were willing to provide 


informed consent were eligible. Rental properties or homes with foster children were excluded. Monitors 


were placed in the main living area. Particulate matter (PM2.5, PM10), nitrogen dioxide, airborne nicotine, 


and settled dust were collected over a sampling period of 3-4 days. At each sampling visit, a home 


inspection was completed and participants filled out daily household activity diaries documenting pollutant-


generating activities including heating, cooking, and smoking. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize 


pollutant concentrations by season and type of fuel. 


Results: ASP identified 11 eligible homes in August 2011. Three additional homes were identified for 


sampling during the December 2011 heating season. Overall, participants were engaged in the sampling 


process and eager to participate in future studies. The majority of homes were smoking households and 


used wood or coal for heating. In general, PM concentrations were high: PM2.5 (mean± SD) during the 


heating season in homes using wood or coal for heating was 74±59ug/m3; homes with electric heat 


9±3ug/m3; smoking homes 87±49ug/m3; non-smoking homes 15±11ug/m3. 


Conclusions: Our collaboration with ASP and ETSU allowed for successful completion of a pilot study 


assessing common indoor air pollutants in rural Appalachia. Our results demonstrate high concentrations of 


indoor PM pollution and a large burden of cigarette smoking in an area impacted by biomass fuel use. 
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Future studies are necessary to further characterize biomass use in this region and to determine the health 


impacts associated with such exposures. 
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Abstract 


The Child Health and Development Studies (CHDS), a project of the Public Health Institute, is a prospective 


cohort study, which began over 40 years ago to observe pregnancy, birth, and health outcomes and is 


expanding across multiple generations. Over 15,000 families in the Kaiser Permanente Health Plan joined 


the CHDS between 1959 and 1967. Today, the original families and their children continue to participate in 


the CHDS, allowing scientists to discover how disease starts even before birth - not just by genes, but also 


through social, personal, and environmental surroundings. Cohort member’s role had been solely as 


research subjects. In 2010 the CHDS received funding from NIEHS to form a Participant Advisory Counsel 


(PAC). Over 140 cohort members were invited to participate in the PAC. Twenty-one of the invited cohort 


members responded as interested, and 18 members currently serve on the counsel today. The purpose of 


the CHDS’s PAC is to 1) provide guidance on research activities 2) identify research priorities from the 


perspective of the cohort and 3) promote cohort retention and more effective broad-scale ways to 


communicate with the cohort. The members all share the common fact that they either gave birth or were 


born into this cohort. The PAC is comprised of 7 first generation cohort members (moms) and 11 second 


generation cohort members (sons and daughters). The PAC meets quarterly to discuss issues pertinent to 


the CHDS. Community-based Participatory Research promotes the equitable partnership between 


community and academically trained researchers. This poster will show the path from study subject to 


research partner among a small group of cohort members. 
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Abstract 


Urban gardens provide affordable, fresh produce to communities, including those with limited access to 


healthy food. However, urban gardening may increase exposure to lead and other soil contaminants. 


Gardeners have asked for support in assessing soil contamination and exposures, prompting formation of a 


community-research collaboration under NIEHS Partnerships for Environmental Public Health. As a first step, 


metals analysis was conducted on composite soil samples from growing areas and a discrete sample from a 


non-growing area in each of 44 actively managed food-producing community gardens in NYC. Median 


concentrations of arsenic, barium, beryllium, chromium, copper, lead, manganese, nickel, and zinc in 


growing areas (5.9, 82, 0.2, 13, 35, 88, 213, 10, and 130 ppm, respectively) were lower than median values 


reported in NYC soil and other urban gardening studies. For all metals except lead, over 90% of the growing 


areas sampled were within a range of concentrations found in NYS rural soils. However, 61% of gardens had 


at least one growing area exceeding guidance values (based on rural background concentrations or 


residential exposure scenarios including gardening) for barium, lead, arsenic, chromium, or zinc (12%, 8%, 


3%, 1%, 0.2% of all samples, respectively). With the exception of arsenic and copper, non-growing areas had 


statistically higher levels than growing areas. Factors associated with higher metals concentrations included 


lack of raised beds and visible presence of construction debris (e.g., brick chips), suggesting that certain 


existing active management practices (e.g., importing clean soil) have lowered soil metal concentrations. 


However, elevation of some contaminants (e.g., lead) above guidance values in communities which may 


already be burdened by some environmental exposures (e.g., elevated blood lead) suggests that 


communities could continue to benefit from exposure reduction efforts. Future activities will include 


working with communities to better understand potential health risks and exposure reduction strategies for 


soil contaminants. 
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Abstract 


Identifying Perceptions, Attitudes and Health Behaviors around Bisphenol-A (BPA) Through Community-


Based Focus Groups 


BACKGROUND: Emerging evidence indicates that prenatal exposure to BPA interferes with normal growth 


and development. Recent findings from the Columbia Center for Children’s Environmental Health (CCCEH) 


also suggest that BPA exposure is linked to behavioral problems and obesity in children. 


OBJECTIVE: Based on this evidence, CCCEH’s Community Outreach &Translation Core (COTC) developed an 


educational brochure outlining concerns and ways to reduce BPA exposure, using focus groups to ensure 


future materials are relevant and culturally tailored for low income, communities of color in Northern 


Manhattan (NM) and the South Bronx (SB). 


METHODS: Three focus groups with 24 women of childbearing age were conducted in English (n= 16) and 


Spanish (n= 8) using a discussion guide developed with the CCCEH Community Advisory and Stakeholders 


Board (CASB). Participants were recruited through community-based organizations (CBO) that serve on 


CCCEH's CASB. Each focus group was conducted at the offices of the hosting CBO. We discussed participants’ 


knowledge, perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, and health behaviors related to environmental health and BPA. 


The responses were tape-recorded, transcribed, and analyzed to determine key themes. These themes and 


high frequency responses shaped a brochure with advice for reducing BPA exposure that can be easily 


understood and used by NM and SB residents. 


RESULTS: Participants felt many harmful chemicals were in their homes, but didn’t know what BPA was, nor 


how it harmed people, and wanted this information in materials. They knew microwaving food in plastic was 


harmful, as were the linings of canned goods. Many knew about recycling labels on plastic containers, but 


couldn’t remember which numbers to avoid. Many were alarmed by learning receipts can contain BPA. They 


preferred cooking with fresh foods, but low quality produce at local stores, high prices for organic options, 


and the convenience of cooking with canned foods were reported barriers. To learn about BPA, participants 


preferred refrigerator magnets, wallet cards, subway ads, billboards, and workshops. 
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CONCLUSION: These findings guided the design and content of the CCCEH brochure about BPA, highlighting 


the value of focus groups to obtain and incorporate community input into materials developed for their use 


and future direction of COTC activities. 
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Abstract 


Public health departments and health care professional societies such as the American Academy of 


Pediatrics (AAP) recommend regular periodic well water testing for pathogens, chemicals and other 


contaminants to ensure the safety of drinking water but these recommendations are not routinely 


integrated into preventive health care services. In the northern New England states of New Hampshire, 


Vermont and Maine, residents that rely on private, unregulated water systems account for 30- 44% of the 


population. This same geographic area is known to have naturally occurring arsenic (As) levels in 


groundwater that can exceed the current EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for drinking water of 10 


parts per billion (PPB) in 10- 20% or more of wells, with significant geographic differences in these levels. 


While As is a known carcinogen, research is emerging about other health potential health effects, to which 


fetuses and children could be at greater risk. By partnering with a well established regional network of 


primary care practices, mostly located in rural communities with higher than average numbers of well water 


users, this project aims to: 


1) integrate screening questions related to water source into the health care visit to identify patients who 


use private wells and have not had recent comprehensive water quality assessment; 


2) provide patient education about the health risks of well water contamination with an emphasis on 


arsenic, because of the regional significance of this contaminant; 


3) develop well water testing resources that primary care practices can use to increase the convenience of 


well water testing for their patients; 


4) provide appropriate educational resources and guidance to health care providers to increase their 


confidence in providing risk communication to their patients related to their patient's well water test results. 


Our anticipated outcomes are: 


1) Demonstrate an increase in well water testing rates consistent with current public health and clinical 


guidelines. 


2) Demonstrate increased health care provider knowledge of important health implications related to well 


water, in particular those related to arsenic, 


3) Develop a replicable system for integrating well water testing into primary care health care settings. 
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Abstract 


We hypothesize that effective communication between key stakeholders on environmental issues is 


critically important in establishing functional relationships between research investigators and 


environmental stakeholders. The overall theme of the Michigan State University (MSU) Superfund Research 


Program (SRP) is focused on elucidation of molecular mechanisms responsible for the adverse health effects 


and environmental fate of aryl hydrocarbon receptor (AhR) agonists. The specific aims of our Research 


Translation Core (RTC) are: 1. Develop well established communication systems with (a) MSU SRP Center, (b) 


NIEHS, and (c) with other SRP Centers with a primary objective to identify and coordinate research 


translation opportunities emanating from the MSU SRP Center’s Projects and Cores, and the overall Center’s 


program; and report these translational activities to SRP staff at NIEHS. 2. Develop bidirectional partnerships 


(a) at the state level including the Michigan departments of “Environmental Quality” and Agriculture” which 


are the state departments working on dioxin and dioxin-like contamination issues; and (b) at the federal 


level, principally USEPA Region-5. 3. Facilitate transfer of technology development by the MSU SRP to 


external stakeholders through informal (freeware, etc.) and formal mechanisms (patents, licenses, etc.). 4: 


Provide educational resources to key stakeholders by: (a) partnering with the MSU Medical Campus in the 


Midland Community to educate medical students on the latest state-of-the-science concerning dioxin-


related health issues through annual workshops, grand rounds seminar presentations, and incorporation of 


peer-reviewed environmental toxicology papers into their Appraisal & Analytical Methods curriculum; (b) 


organizing, with the Research Support Core A, courses in Computational Systems Biology and Dose Response 


Modeling; and (c) developing educational resources for the Michigan Tri-Cities area through coordination 


with the MSU SRP Community Engagement Core (CEC). 
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Abstract 


The Research Translation Core (RTC) of the UNC Superfund Research Program (SRP) focuses on improving 


scientific and public understanding of how Superfund chemicals harm human health and how to reduce 


exposure to those chemicals, enabling government officials and the public to make informed decisions 


about reducing risk. The RTC builds the capacity of agencies charged with protecting human health and the 


environment by actively participating in policy discussions, developing decision support tools that enable 


geospatial contamination mapping, and facilitating SRP researchers’ efforts to develop improved cleanup 


technologies. We also prepare government employees to effectively engage with impacted communities 


and introduce cutting edge science into middle and high school classrooms as well as informal education 


settings. 


Current projects include: 


• A multifaceted partnership with the Division of Public Health (DPH) in the NC Department of Health and 


Human Services (NCDHHS) to develop the agency’s capacity to: 1) identify NC populations at greatest 


potential risk from well water contamination, provide public health action strategies to reduce exposure, 


and to increase intra-agency collaboration to sustain this effort over time, and 2) engage community leaders 


and residents around a subset of North Carolina Superfund sites with arsenic and TCE contamination.  


• Development of software that enables decision makers to factor uncertainty into risk assessments. 


• Teacher professional development activities focused on water quality, environmental justice, and 


development of a new module focused on biology. 


• Interaction with local science centers. 


• Short courses for graduate students on commercialization and Superfund, environmental health and 


justice topics. 
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Abstract 


Based on the experience gained from the production and distribution of the short film, In Small Doses: 


Arsenic, the Dartmouth SRP Research Translation Core is producing a 10 minute video about mercury in the 


environment. Information on current mercury research from our program will be weaved into the story line 


and the film will address three broad questions: What is Hg contamination? How does it affect me? What 


can I do about it? Our approach is to create a structure for the film that can provide narrative support for 


the content by including personal perspectives that will give viewers a comfortable relationship to technical 


information provided by experts. 


Short videos of this type serve as an excellent tool to bring research emanating from the program to the 


right audiences in the right format at the right time. According to the National Science Foundation, 


television and the internet are the primary sources Americans use for science and technology information. 


The internet is the main source of information for learning about specific scientific issues such as global 


climate change or biotechnology (http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind10/c7/c7h.htm). 


A ten minute movie provides enough depth to discuss the topic from an objective standpoint. Stakeholder 


participation during development, production and distribution allows them to become invested in the 


product. The short movie format also provides a research translation tool with a high degree of flexibility in 


terms of its distribution potential (YouTube, websites, DVD, community access TV, cable channels, science 


center displays). Along with other mechanisms, audience feedback can be obtained using an online survey 


to accompany the movie on a website. 


The mercury movie will serve as one of the translation products for the Coastal and Marine Mercury 


Ecosystem Research Collaborative (C-MERC) (www.c-merc.org), a two year effort led by the Dartmouth SRP 


RTC, during which two workshops were held in September 2010 (Portsmouth NH) and July 2011 (Halifax NS) 


to develop a series of synthesis papers on the current state of knowledge about the sources, fate, and 


ecological and human exposure to the global neurotoxin, methylmercury, in marine ecosystems. 
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Abstract 


The RTC organized a Science Exhibition for the 13th National Tar Creek Conference in rural Miami, 


Oklahoma. Miami is part of the larger Tar Creek Superfund Site containing lead and other mixtures of metals 


in air, water, and soil. In addition to numerous cases of lead poisoning, this community has also been 


impacted by poverty and a number of natural adversities including earthquakes and drought. Years ago, the 


high school in nearby Pitcher, OK, lost its sports teams because other school feared sending their children to 


the hazardous area. Eventually the school closed and residents vacated the town entirely through a 


government property buyout. This Science Exhibition was designed to provide the students of Ottawa 


County the opportunity to get involved in a community activity and produce something (e.g., science 


project, poem, artwork) that allowed them to demonstrate the significance of their experiences. In a place 


where opportunities for extracurricular activities are limited, such opportunities carry a great deal of weight. 


The students presented their projects (which, although they were to have a science and/or environmental 


theme, did not actually have to be a "science" project) directly to our team of judges, comprised of project 


leaders, members of the RTC, and the local Grant Riverkeeper. We awarded prizes both for scientific posters 


as well as for art projects related to environmental health and science issues. Students and teachers alike 


were happy to receive this recognition. We will also present a podcast from the event. 
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Abstract 


An environmental health independent study course was offered to teachers who had participated in an 


ARRA funded Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) Summer Institute at Wayne State 


University. The STEM Summer Institute focused on biotechnology-based experiments and how they are 


utilized as tools to determine the genetic and molecular functioning of environmental toxicants. In addition, 


the teachers were instructed on the use of geographic positioning system (GIS) instrumentation to develop 


geographic information system (GIS) maps. The teachers were given time during the institute to identify and 


drop waypoints at potential environmental hazards in the communities around their schools. The teachers 


subsequently created GIS maps to display their findings. As the culminating project of the five week summer 


course, the teachers gave group presentations describing the environmental hazards they identified, 


including how these hazards might impact public health. The teachers described how this knowledge could 


be extended beyond the bench and into the community as action-based environmental stewardship 


initiatives by their students. Several of the Summer Institute projects will be described along with those that 


have been implemented in the schools and extended into the community by the independent study course 


teachers and their students. 
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Abstract 


The 2011 Midwest Environmental Health Policy Summit was held in July in St. Paul, Minnesota, at the offices 


of the American Lung Association in Minnesota and the Minnesota State Capitol. The Summit was a joint 


venture of the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL), the University of Iowa, and the American 


Lung Association of the Upper Midwest. This was the third in a series of annual meetings held throughout 


the Midwest. The agenda included a wide range of environmental health issues including Superfund 


chemicals management, health benefits of renewable fuels and products, food safety, post-flood mold 


hazards, asthma, and the use of building codes to promote health and safety. 


Legislators from the states of Minnesota, Iowa, Illinois, and Wisconsin were invited by NCSL. The attendance 


was strong with 18 legislators and legislative staff participating over the 1.5 day summit. Expert speakers 


were invited from the CDC, EPA, USDA, and other national centers, as well as from various state universities. 


The legislators asked engaging questions, were well informed on some issues, and were involved in 


interesting discussions driven by the presentations. 


This format for sharing current knowledge on environmental health issues with state legislators has proven 


effective. Demands on their time make it difficult for them to conduct thorough research for purposes of 


policy making, and often the information they have at hand comes to them from lobbyists. By bringing 


legislators together with scientists and national experts, the most direct form of research translation occurs. 


Ultimately, these summits provide an energizing forum for engagement at the intersection of constituent 


concerns and environmental health. On evaluation, one participant commented, “First, I realize more now 


how many of the health concerns are related to environmental changes. Certainly there are things, like gas, 


that can be regulated more to increase air quality. I will resist over-implementing of new regulations, but 


some new things need to be done.” 
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Abstract 


As part of the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), The University of Montana received 


funding from NIEHS to implement their project titled “Air Pollution Outreach, Education, and Research 


Capacity Building in Alaska Native Villages.” The specific aims of this project included: 1) educating students 


on the importance of good air quality and respiratory health outcomes, while providing hands-on research 


opportunities for students to assess indoor levels of PM2.5 and 2) identifying community specific air 


pollution issues of interest and characterizing respiratory disease in children. The overall mission of this 


project is to reduce health disparities of Alaska Native people living in remote communities by raising 


awareness of indoor air quality issues affecting respiratory health, and to empower students and 


environmental health personnel residing in these areas to work with their communities to improve air 


quality, and the health of community members. Eight schools from across Alaska are currently participating 


in the education program, and seven communities are participating in the community surveys. This 


presentation will provide an overview of the education program Air Toxics Under the North Star, progress to 


date, and preliminary results from the air quality and respiratory health surveys. 
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Abstract 


The mission of the University of Arizona Superfund Research Program (UA SRP) is to support the 


development of a risk assessment process for metal and organic contaminants through toxicologic and 


hydrogeologic studies and through development of innovative remediation technologies. Central to this goal 


is the Research Translation Core (RTC), which aims to actively and effectively communicate the research 


products of our program to pertinent stakeholders. Our RTC activities are exemplified by our collaborative, 


integrated efforts involving the Iron King Mine and Humboldt Smelter Superfund site in Dewey-Humboldt, 


AZ. UA SRP projects, encompassing biomedical and environmental science and engineering studies, are built 


upon the issues of concern at this site, namely wind-blown dust and arsenic contamination from mine 


tailings. Laboratory studies are being conducted to determine the effects of arsenic exposure on organ 


systems. Field studies, comprising multiple collaborative projects, are in place to characterize the dust and 


associated contaminants, and to determine the effectiveness of phytoremediation for stabilizing the tailings 


and limiting dust and metals exposure. Critical to the success of these projects is development of a rapport 


with both regulators and the community. One outgrowth of the UA SRP RTC is a graduate project funded in 


part by the US EPA, to develop a citizen-science project to measure metal content in garden vegetables 


grown near the site. Keeping the community involved, and responding to their concerns, is also met through 


participation in community meetings and local events. A major concern of the community members is how 


they may be impacted by proximity to the site and its hazards; thus, another project involves a pilot 


exposure-assessment study. In addition, the ongoing development of a dynamic live and web-based seminar 


series provides us with an opportunity to highlight our research efforts related to the Iron King site, while 


interacting with the EPA and other SRPs. This multi-faceted, integrated ‘team’ approach is designed to 


optimize the application of academic research to real-world problems, with a specific focus on enhancing 


the resolution of site-specific environmental contamination and health issues. It is anticipated that this 


approach can serve as a model for other contaminated sites. 
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Abstract 


There is concern for but limited research on the role of agriculturally related ambient environmental 


exposures on asthma in U.S. children. As part of a community based participatory research partnership (El 


Proyecto Bienestar), the Yakima Valley Farm Workers clinic (YVFWC) is currently partnering with researchers 


at the University of Washington to evaluate these factors. Each partner contributes to study success from 


active involvement in all steps of research from subject recruitment to ongoing longitudinal data collection 


to communication of results to the clinical providers and community. 


As a federally qualified health center, YFVWC is the major provider of health care services to the largely 


Hispanic agricultural worker families in eastern Washington State. The YVFWC approach recognizes the 


importance of patient education and community based health services as well as quality medical care. This is 


illustrated by the YVFWC Asthma and Allergy outreach program which provides a connection to the study 


population and their clinical providers for this research. This evidence based program has been in operation 


for over 10 years providing home visits by community health workers to address well established indoor 


asthma and allergy triggers. 


Benefits of this partnership include the ability to provide additional health services for the study subjects 


including annual spirometric measurement, allergy testing, exhaled nitric oxide determination, and close 


follow up of asthma status. The burden of relatively intensive repeat study procedures is reduced through 


the role of asthma outreach program staff in longitudinal follow up. Their established and trusted 


relationship with study subjects including visits to their homes enriches subject engagement and retention. 


Study participants receive dust mite covers if dust mite allergy positive and all subjects receive digital peak 


flow meters for home use. YVFWC clinical providers are updated during the data collection phase through 


annual letters describing their individual patient’s results. The study provides an opportunity to address an 


important data gap on the role of agriculturally related exposures in childhood asthma and translate findings 


into a clinical based program. 
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Abstract 


The centerpiece of the collaboration funded through this NIEHS award is an intensive training program 


(Community Based Research Infrastructure to Better Science [CRIBS] training program) to build capacity 


among community-academic teams to conduct community based participatory research (CBPR) into the 


environmental causes of breast cancer and disparities in breast cancer. As an outreach and in-depth training 


program, CRIBS has the potential to impact the science of CBPR, as well as the science of environmental and 


disparities questions in breast cancer. CRIBS is designed to increase the likelihood of success for multiple 


partnerships, an innovative approach for moving beyond the creation of infrastructure for individual 


partnerships into the realm of building a strong and connected base, a cohort that can broadly impact 


science and health. This presentation will focus on describing the major accomplishments of the 


partnership’s first year and a half, highlighting in particular the outreach successes, the diversity of the 


training cohort, elements of the training curriculum, and the participatory evaluation approach for 


examining process and outcomes for the project. 


Outreach efforts in the first year included contact with 272 individuals from 11 cities and surrounding areas 


across the state of California through full-day workshop on CRIBS related training opportunities, the CRIBS 


partnership organizations, and CBPR methods for research. Outreach outcomes included 22 applications for 


the CRIBS intensive training program (ITP), from which 12 teams were selected for participation. The ITP 


curriculum has four core learning objectives: (1) creating CBPR teams; (2) understanding the science of 


environmental causes of and disparities in breast cancer; (3) creating a pathway from vision to project; (4) 


writing successful grant applications to funders of CBPR research (including but not limited to, the California 


Breast Cancer Research Program). The ITP format includes face to face training, online training in a web-


supported learning community, a mock grant review, and technical assistance. The evaluation of the CRIBS 


project is participatory in nature, relying on feedback from CRIBS partners and training participants on 


evaluation design, and their active participation in evaluation implementation. 
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Abstract 


Researchers at the Center for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health study a range of topics such as 


neurotoxins (e.g. lead and mercury), cancer, cardiovascular toxicology, and drug metabolism. The Center’s 


Community Outreach and Ethics Core (COEC) works to address the ethical, legal and social implications of 


Center research and fosters bi-directional capacity building between Center researchers and stakeholders. 


Stakeholder groups include K-20 students, community groups, tribal representatives, and government 


agency staff and scientists. Below are three key COEC activities in 2011. 


Public Health Café is a quarterly discussion series held at a vegetarian restaurant during happy hour. During 


the PH Café an expert makes an informal presentation about a timely topic in environmental health, 


followed by small group conversations about the ethical implications of the topic. Public Health Cafés to 


date have addressed epigenetics and biobanking. 


Paws on Science is an annual event for families hosted by the University of Washington at Seattle’s Pacific 


Science Center. COEC has hosted a booth at all three annual events to teach about the relationship between 


genes, environment, behavior and human health. We created the Magic Bead genetic test to find 


susceptibility to a pretend condition, Smurfatosis, in which people turn blue after being in the sun too long. 


We also created the EcoGen card game with “fate” cards and “choice” cards to teach that our health is the 


result of interactions between genes, behaviors, and environment (ecogenetics). 


The COEC was approached by a Wikipedia volunteer ‘ambassador’ concerned that the Wikipedia article 


about biobanks was insufficient. The COEC facilitated a collaboration to improve the article and add 


pertinent ethical considerations and citations, providing more accurate information to the public. 


Collaborating with Wikipedia is unexplored territory, but there is potential to reach a huge number of 


people and improve public literacy around research ethics. 


In addition to the highlights above, the COEC creates educational materials, visits K-12 schools and local 


science fairs, and participates in several annual community events. The COEC is guided by its Community 


Advisory Board that includes members who work in government, non-profits, tribal communities, public 


schools, media, and the university. 
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Abstract 


Puerto Rico Testsite for Exploring Contamination Threats (PROTECT) evaluates exposure to environmental 


contamination in Puerto Rico and its contribution to preterm birth (less than 37 completed weeks of 


gestations). PROTECT is a multi-project, multi-institution collaboration that includes Northeastern 


University, University of Puerto Rico - Medical Sciences Campus, University of Puerto Rico - Mayaguez and 


University of Michigan. Through integrated analytical, mechanistic, epidemiology, fate-transport, and 


remediation studies, along with a centralized, indexed data repository, PROTECT seeks to better understand 


the phenomena affecting fate and transport of hazardous substances (specifically chlorinated solvents and 


phthalates) in karstic aquifers and to develop green remediation strategies that attenuate and mitigate 


exposure to protect human health and ecosystems. 


One of the main goals of the PROTECT program is to enable the knowledge gained from PROTECT 


fundamental research to achieve the broadest impact on the wide community of people and organizations 


that deal with the diverse, real-world aspects of Superfund contamination and preterm birth challenges. In 


order to do this, the Research Translation Core, Administrative core and the Training Core work closely to 


engage PROTECT with the related government agencies and industrial firms working in the area of 


environmental contamination and biomedical technologies. They also collaborate to plan and implement 


strategies that will effectively convey the mission and research results of PROTECT's environmental and 


biological studies to the communities that are affected and impacted. As the PROTECT program evolves, we 


are expanding our efforts in community engagement and research translation to provide an interactive 


community among our researchers, trainees, community members, government agencies and industry to 


result in a holistic, transdisciplinary approach to our communications on environmental health. 
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Abstract 


Community agencies EndOil, ,Families in Good Health at St. Mary Medical Center, and United Cambodian 


Community, in partnership with researchers at CSU Long Beach and Occidental College are conducting a 


community based participatory research (CBPR) project in Long Beach’s Cambodian community to identify 


the localized health hazards from outdoor air pollution including goods movement and transportation 


sources. Additionally, this CBPR project identifies sensitive receptors such as children and the elderly within 


proximity to these health hazards. Lastly, the project examines Cambodian community knowledge related to 


air pollution, health impacts, and potential advocacy strategies. Methodology includes “ground truthing” 


wherein observations and knowledge of environmental hazards and sensitive receptors generated by 


trained community members are used to verify and correct governmental agency information and develop a 


more comprehensive understanding of the environmental and health impacts faced by the community. 


Methodology also includes focus groups to investigate the health impacts and community knowledge of air 


pollution. 


Community agencies and residents collaborate with air quality and health researchers in all stages of the 


research project: development, training, data collection and analysis, and dissemination of findings. This 


project raises critical awareness and builds capacity in the Cambodian community to collect and analyze 


environmental health data for use in developing advocacy strategies. 


This CBPR pilot project is funded by the Assessment of Local Environmental Risk Training (ALERT) to Reduce 


Health Disparities, a training and education project funded through the National Institute of Environmental 


Health Sciences, which is designed to improve the relevance and accuracy of environmental health research 


by promoting collaborative work between researchers and community representatives. 


LEARNING OBJECTIVES: 


1) Participants will describe a community based participatory research project related to environmental 


health. 
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2) Participants will illustrate how a community based participatory research project is implemented in the 


Long Beach Cambodian community. 
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Abstract 


The Center for the Health Assessment of Mothers and Children of Salinas (CHAMACOS) is a 


community/university partnership examining environmental exposures and children’s health and 


development in the Salinas Valley, CA. To complement the research aims, the CHAMACOS community 


outreach and translation core (COTC) is engaged in extensive translational activities in this low-income, 


agricultural area, including: (1) timely dissemination of study findings to individuals, key stakeholders, and 


the general community, (2), providing a mechanism for community members to contribute to the research 


process and also help set priorities for future directions, (3) increasing awareness about children’s 


environmental health, (4) targeted outreach to prevent toxicant exposures, (5) developing an environmental 


health leadership program for local adolescents, and, (6), when requested, educating policy makers about 


the implications of our research findings. Our central mechanism involves a Community Advisory Board 


(CAB) consisting of farmworkers, county health and agricultural officials, community groups, elected 


officials, and agricultural industry representatives. To complement the CAB, we convened a Grower Council 


consisting of major industry groups and growers and a Farmworker Council, a forum conducted solely in 


Spanish to enhance ease of communication. Members of each council participate on the CAB. Research 


findings are disseminated to study participants through community fora (attended by hundreds of people 


each year), newsletters, and a website. Environmental education and exposure-prevention activities are 


conducted at several levels, including education to farmworkers and their families, training of service 


providers such as schools, child care centers, and housing managers, delivery of continuing medical 


education (CME) approved presentations, and working with growers to implement field-based pesticide 


exposure-prevention work practices. Each of the community-engagement activities are targeted to 


populations with different education levels and personal and economic interests and thus require 


population-specific framing strategies to ensure effective, two-way, communication. In this presentation, 


the overall outreach program and the essential components of our framing strategy for each population will 


be described. We will also discuss future directions for the CHAMACOS COTC activities. 
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Abstract 


Community-based participatory research demonstrates that the Yupik people of St. Lawrence Island (SLI) in 


the Bering Sea region of Alaska, receive disproportionate exposures from contaminants through long-range 


transport and military sources. Community concerns prompted a study which demonstrated that blood 


serum of the Yupik people contained PCB levels significantly above those of the general U.S. population. This 


research suggests that atmospheric transport of PCBs contributes to levels in the Yupik people, and that the 


abandoned military site at the Northeast Cape on SLI also contributes to the human body burden in those 


individuals who have either spent substantial time or consumed food from there. The collaborative research 


team conducted investigations of contamination at the military site and also examined Yupik traditional 


foods for contaminants to inform community decisions and interventions. They conducted sampling to 


assess contamination from the military site. Results show elevated levels of contaminants in the watershed 


at Northeast Cape, an important traditional subsistence use area and village site prior to the military 


occupation. Here we report on results examining contaminant load and endocrine disruption in freshwater 


fishes from aquatic sites near formerly used defense sites in Alaska Native villages along Norton Sound. In 


order to assess dietary exposures, community researchers collected several hundred samples of the diverse 


species that are important in the traditional diet. Rendered oil samples contained the highest PCB 


concentrations, ranging from 200-450 ppb in seal species. For unlimited fish consumption, EPA’s risk-based 


consumption limit for PCBs in fish is 1.5 ppb to avoid excess risk of cancer. Since the Yupik people sustain 


cultural ways of life that rely on traditional foods, dietary exposure is likely a significant source of the PCBs, 


particularly rendered oils and blubber. Researchers are working with community leadership on SLI to 


develop collaborative interventions that will eliminate and reduce exposures. This poster will present 


research results, collaborative interventions and policy engagement of the research team and community. 
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Abstract 


The Community Outreach and Engagement Program (COEC) employs digital storytelling as a means of 


building capacity with its community partners. To date, the COEC and/or its partners have engaged in six 


storytelling training sessions of 2-3 days each, led by staff from Digital Rain Factory 


(www.digitalrainfactory.org) who had previously conducted training for the Center for Digital Storytelling in 


Oakland, CA (www.storycenter.org). In these sessions, the storytelling staff taught the COEC and its 


community partners the process of using story circles to engage participants, writing a narrative story and 


using both still images and video clips to create a short and authentic personal video. The video products are 


2-3 minutes long, and they are written, narrated, “shot,” audio-recorded, produced and edited by the 


community members themselves. Some participants had to overcome a fear of using new technology (which 


all successfully accomplished). The videos can be shown at conferences and trainings, distributed in e-mails 


and featured on web pages and blogs. To date, we have had two types of trainees: members of community-


based environmental justice organizations and high school students. Each group has learned how to collect 


photos and video clips and write a story about what has motivated them to dedicate time trying to improve 


their communities. Partners whose members created digital stories include: East Yard Communities for 


Environmental Justice (EYCEJ), Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice, Long Beach Alliance 


for Children with Asthma, and Coalition for a Safe Environment. Those trained are extremely proud of the 


skills they learned and the products they developed, feel empowered, and say they also feel a greater 


closeness and bond as a group. The process has been valuable in working with a 6-member community-


academic collaborative as well as in engaging an afterschool youth group. Digital Rain Factory staff says that 


“The simple clarity of these first-person narratives, made by total amateurs, resonates with everyday 


people. They give voice to the community and present both challenges and hopes for the future.” In 


addition to the capacity building from creating videos, the participants also say that the videos have given 


them a new method for advocating for change in their communities on the environmental health issues that 


concern them. 
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Abstract 


The Breast Biologues is an educational toolkit consisting of an award-winning, animated video narrated by 


Peter Coyote and a comic book. The Breast Biologues explains how the normal breast develops and how 


exposure to potential cancer-causing chemicals at specific times during breast development may influence 


future breast cancer risk. It was developed by the Bay Area Breast Cancer and the Environment Research 


Center (BABCERC), one of four centers in the U.S. tasked with studying environmental causes of breast 


cancer by focusing on mammary gland development during puberty, a time when the breast may be 


particularly vulnerable to environmental influences. In 2010, the Centers transitioned to the Breast Cancer 


and the Environment Research Program, a nationwide network of grants jointly funded by the National 


Institute of Environmental Health Sciences and the National Cancer Institute. 


The 15-minute video is a visual science-based storyline incorporating time-lapse imaging and highlights 


some of the fascinating genetic and cellular insights we have gained about normal breast development and 


its relationship to breast cancer risk. The narrative comic book, available in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese 


is made up of artwork from the video and accompanied by brief descriptive prose. 


New collaborations and partnerships, both locally and nationally and across a variety of disciplines, have 


been key ways to disseminate this educational toolkit to a diverse audience. Key partnerships have included 


a public university broadcasting network, an art director and animator, a health science writer, and high 


school teachers and students. This poster will provide an overview of the toolkit, explain its learning 


objectives, describe audiences reached to date, and present the novel dissemination and outreach strategies 


used to publicize the toolkit. 
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Abstract 


El Proyecto Bienestar (EPB) - The Well-Being Program - is an ongoing partnership of community-based 


organizations and the University of Washington Pacific Northwest Center for Agricultural Safety and Health 


(PNASH). EPB activities focus on research and its translation to address occupational and environmental 


issues of agricultural workers and their families in the Yakima Valley of Washington State. Hispanic 


agricultural workers in this region provide the manual labor that makes Washington one of the most 


productive agricultural states in the nation. However, these workers experience many social, economic, 


cultural and legal constraints to the health and well-being of themselves and their families. 


This poster describes the primary partners, organizational structure, and examples of previous and ongoing 


EPB projects. The primary research team includes clinical health service providers (Yakima Valley 


Farmworker Clinic Network), the local Spanish public radio station/community education center (Northwest 


Communities' Education Center/Radio KDNA), a local University (Heritage University), and the University of 


Washington. The community is at the heart of EPB projects through involvement in all aspects of project 


selection, development, conduct, and translation of findings. A community advisory board consisting of 


agricultural workers, local organizations and church groups, among others, helps guide and facilitates the 


research. In addition, students from the local community participate in field research methods courses and 


support data collection, analysis and reporting on EPB activities. Based on community input, previous 


research activities have addressed pesticide exposure, violence in the workplace, and water contamination. 


Various radio, print, and internet approaches to communication and dissemination have been employed to 


engage and inform community members. Current activities are focused on the health of children with 


asthma and the role of agricultural factors in their disease. Through on-going evaluation, EPB combines 


research with community realities and solutions. 
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Abstract 


The goals of the Grand Lake Watershed Mercury Study include: measuring methylmercury (MeHg) levels in a 


rural population including American Indians, Hispanic, and Micronesian fish consumers in northeastern 


Oklahoma, measuring MeHg levels in various species of commonly-consumed fish from the Grand Lake 


Watershed (GLW), determining whether trophic position and habitat influence variability in mercury 


concentrations, and developing educational programs around safe subsistence fishing and understanding 


mercury cycling in the environment. 


 The recruitment goal for the first aim was 150 people who eat fish caught from the GLW. The recruitment 


strategies can be separated into two categories – engagement (with people) and location (places they 


frequent and fish). 


 Results of initial small group discussions held in the community by partners Earl Hatley and Rebecca Jim, 


followed by discussions among all study team members, revealed that engagement strategies needed to 


address: literacy, language, cultural beliefs and practices, local custom/behaviors, familiarization with fish 


species, personal networks, and trust. The location strategies needed to address: group meeting places 


(church, etc.); location of bait shops; where, when, and how often people fish; and where and when the fish 


fries and other fishing-related community events are held. 


 These same recruitment strategies become central to the model we are developing for the educational 


outreach component. Then to refine the outreach strategies, interested study participants, will be invited to 


join focus groups. Their contributions to the identification of additional useful avenues for outreach, 


customization of outreach messages for local groups, proposals for new practices based on study results 


(fish preparation and cooking, for example), and eventually doing the outreach, will expand the outreach 


efforts and capacity in the community. This involvement with both the study the outreach often also adds to 


the study outcomes a strong psycho-social component that includes pride in and “ownership” of the 


knowledge that these participants contributed to the local and general knowledge-base regarding mercury 


exposure and risk. 
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Abstract 


The University of Washington Superfund Research Program (UW-SRP) has been active in research 


translation and community engagement for over ten years. Effective partnerships have developed with 


federal and state agencies of health and ecology and with a range of community partners who are invested 


in hazardous waste issues. 


A three-point partnership between Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) staff, the UW-SRP and a unique 


regional community coalition has been cemented in the last two years. Common goals and priorities have 


been identified and tangible outcomes are now within reach. 


The Northwest Toxic Communities Coalition (NWTCC) is comprised of community organizations located near 


hazardous waste sites. The founding members of the coalition represent a range of non-profit organizations, 


some in existence for over 20 years. The coalition focuses on improving public health by ensuring 


remediation of their sites. They seek to establish greater capacity and parity among communities impacted 


by toxic waste by increasing transparency and access to information and promoting enhanced public 


participation at all levels of government. Since 2005, the coalition has held regular annual summits with 


presenters that include regional, state and federal agency staff. As academic partners, Antioch University 


and UW-SRP have provided support and resources for the annual summits. 


EPA Region 10 serves the states of Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington. There are approximately 100 


Superfund sites in Region 10 over which the EPA has the primary regulatory responsibility. Community 


members impacted by hazardous waste site issues interact with a range of EPA staff that may include the 


environmental justice program, community engagement coordinators assigned for each site and remedial 


site managers who are directly involved in decision making during site cleanup. 


The poster will highlight components of the successful collaboration between community, agency and 


academia. Progress has been made in reaching two concrete outcomes that represent a benchmark in 


capacity building: a commitment to improve video documentation of public meetings as a way to increase 


information access for the wider community; and the creation of a regional workshop on air quality issues to 


be held in 2012. The workshop objectives are to improve citizens’ understanding of federal and state 


regulations and enforcement, and to explore strategies that help address any gaps which exist between the 


laws. 


 


Organization: 


University of Washington Superfund Research Program, Research Translation Core 


 







 


69   


PEPH Program Affiliation: 


Superfund Research Program 


 


Topic area(s): 


Capacity Building 







 


70   


41. From Advancing Science to Ensuring Prevention 
Jessica Trowbridge (trowbridgej@obgyn.ucsf.edu) 


Contributing Authors 


Trowbridge, J, University of California San Francisco, Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment 


Sutton, P, University of California San Francisco, Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment 


Stotland, N, Univesity of California San Francisco, Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology 


Charlesworth, A, University of California San Francisco, Program on Reproductive Health and the 


Environment 


Atchley, D, Univeristy of California San Francisco, Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment 


Woodruff ,TJ, Univeristy of California San Francisco, Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment 


 


Abstract 


Virtually every pregnant woman in the United States has measurable levels of multiple chemicals in her 


body that can harm human reproduction and development. Chemical exposures during the prenatal period 


can have effects across the life span of individuals, ranging from short term effects such as birth defects to 


long term effects such as adult cancers. Thus, preventing harmful exposures incurred during the 


preconception and prenatal periods can have a lifetime of health benefits. Obstetricians and other 


reproductive health professionals are uniquely poised to intervene at key points of development for 


women’s and children’s health. To leverage this largely untapped opportunity to prevent developmental 


exposure to reproductive and developmental toxicants, in 2008 the University of California San Francisco’s 


Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment (PRHE) formed the From Advancing Science to 


Ensuring Prevention (FASTEP) Alliance. The goal of FASTEP is to secure each and everyone’s right to optimal 


reproductive health by fostering environments that prevent exposure to potential reproductive toxicants 


and provide the nutritive and social sustenance necessary for healthy pregnancies, children, adults, and 


future generations. 


This poster will describe: (1) the results of FASTEP activities over the past 4 years to engage reproductive 


health professionals in the prevention of harmful environmental exposures in clinical and policy arenas; (2) 


preliminary data on the first empirical data gathered to assess obstetricians’ beliefs, attitudes and practice 


about environmental health; and (3) limitations and strengths of this prevention strategy. 
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Abstract 


Background and Aims: Vietnamese represent a rapidly growing immigrant group in the US. This population 


shows increasing trends for many chronic health problems with increasing number of years in the US, which 


may be attributed in part to environmental stressors. The objective of this project is to use qualitative and 


quantitative methods to identify and characterize neighborhood-level environmental hazards for the 


Vietnamese population in California. Key to this work is the integrated participation and perspective of 


Vietnamese community members to identify and prioritize elements of their community that potentially 


impact their health. 


Methods: Community members (N=66) from four counties (Alameda, Marin, Orange and Santa Clara 


counties) in California were trained to conduct walking street audits to document environmental hazards in 


their neighborhoods. Each street segment was approximately one city block long. Participants carried GPS 


devices, collected black carbon measurements using small real-time personal monitors, conducted five-


minute car and truck counts and used Photovoice documentary methods. 


Results: Community auditors conducted a total of 276 audit street segments, including 134 business (48.6%) 


and 142 residential (51.4%) segments. Audit survey and Photovoice results in each county reflected 


perceived negative characteristics for selected segments, including graffiti, litter and bars on windows. The 


mean five-minute truck count was 2 (range: 0 -10) on business streets and 0.3 (range: 0-4) in residential 


areas. The mean black carbon concentration for a segment was 1.7 ug/m3 (Alameda County mean=1.8; 


Marin County mean=1.5; Orange County mean=2.0; Santa Clara County mean=1.7) relative to the statewide 


mean of 0.92 ug/m3 Observational audit survey data highlighted issues around litter and smoking, as well as 


traffic-related odors and noise. Qualitative data from Photovoice and written comments from auditors 


reflected concerns around neighborhood safety. 


Conclusions: We successfully engaged community members in collecting qualitative and quantitative 


environmental data on their local neighborhoods. Comparisons between these community-collected 


snapshot data to governmental monitoring data for traffic and black carbon helps to inform how well 


existing secondary data can capture local environmental hazards. Of particular interest, community-
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collected black carbon data emphasized the roles of geographic scale, time scale, and timing of 


measurements. 
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Abstract 


The National Conversation on Public Health and Chemical Exposures was a two-year project with the vision 


that chemicals should be used and managed in ways that are safe and healthy for all people. Supported by 


the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 


Registry (ATSDR), the National Conversation provided an opportunity for thousands of Americans to 


contribute to the development of recommendations to help government agencies and other organizations 


strengthen efforts to protect the public from harmful chemical exposures. The National Conversation was 


conducted in a participatory, collaborative, and transparent manner, and included participants with the 


experience and perspectives of communities, government, health professionals, businesses, NGOs, and 


research institutions. 


CDC/ATSDR and the American Public Health Association created a Community Conversation Toolkit in 


English and Spanish to help community leaders conduct local conversations and gather community-based 


ideas related to public health and chemical exposures. More than 1,000 people participated in more than 50 


community conversations in 24 states in spring 2010. WestEd, CDC/ATSDR, and RESOLVE also hosted two 


WebDialogues at key points in the process to engage a broad range of stakeholders from across the United 


States. The first WebDialogue included more than 300 registrants from 40 states, the District of Columbia, 


and Puerto Rico. The second WebDialogue included more than 500 registrants from 48 states and the 


District of Columbia. In addition, six National Conversation work groups contributed detailed, topic-specific 


reports, which helped inform the National Conversation Leadership Council's final Action Agenda, released 


in June 2011. Today, CDC/ATSDR and others are taking action to address recommendations that emerged 


from the National Conversation. 
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Abstract 


As part of The University of Arizona Superfund Research Program (UA SRP) Community Engagement Core’s 


ongoing interaction with community health advocates (promotores), environmental science trainings have 


been formalized into transferable modules. Four themes were selected by project partners, which include 


pesticides, arsenic, environmental toxicology, and fate and transport of environmental contaminants. The 


overall goal of the modules is to improve environmental trainings for promotores, while providing a basis for 


multiplying such efforts. This endeavor is a binational effort that incorporates science experts from UA SRP, 


Universidad de Sonora, and Instituto Tecnológico de Sonora. In addition, a diverse group of promotores has 


been assembled from the targeted regions to provide guidance and input. They include the Sonora 


Environmental Research Institute, Inc. (Tucson, Arizona), Regional Center for Border Health, Inc. (Somerton, 


Arizona), and the Consejo Nacional para la Cultura y las Artes/Instituto Tecnológico de Sonora (Valle del 


Yaqui, Sonora). 


Currently, we are testing the draft modules on groups of promotores located in Arizona and the US-Mexico 


Border. At module trainings, we are piloting the theoretical and practical content in addition to the 


supportive tools that have been integrated. Lessons learned have been acquired through post training 


surveys. Feedback has established the importance of emphasizing engaging tasks such as hands-on 


demonstrations, problem simulations, and story-based learning. It has also been determined that 


environmental science themes need to be practical while supporting outreach work; science material 


presented in lectures must easily translate to audience; and training presentations must balance attractive 


design and the basic science to be transmitted. 


 


Organization: 


The University of Arizona 


 


PEPH Program Affiliation: 


Superfund Research Program 


 


Topic area(s): 


Capacity Building 







 


75   


45. Personal Exposure Report-back Ethics (PERE) Study 
Rachel Danford (danford@silentspring.org) 


Contributing Authors 


Brown, P., Brown University 


Pannikar, B., Brown University 


Morello-Frosch, R., University of California - Berkeley 


Varshavsky, J., University of California - Berkeley 


Brody, J., Silent Spring Institute 


 


Abstract 


For emerging contaminants with unknown health implications, uncertainty about the interpretation of 


personal exposure results raises questions about whether and how to report individual results to study 


participants. Our project develops guidelines for ethical practices in reporting personal exposure results by 


investigating the experiences, values, and attitudes of participants in personal exposure studies, as well as 


the perspectives of institutional review board (IRB) members, researchers, clinicians, and legal experts. 


Through this grant, we formed a research collaborative that includes Silent Spring Institute and faculty from 


Brown University, the University of California-Berkeley, and Harvard University. Our team has had a 


pioneering role in expanding the discussion on report-back, building partnerships between researchers and 


community based organizations (CBOs), and integrating the values of community-based participatory 


research (CBPR) into personal exposure research. Members of our team have partnered with the California 


Biomonitoring Program to conduct usability testing of report-back methods and educated IRBs on CBPR and 


the reporting of exposure results. The project investigates the report-back methods of four studies, in which 


participants chose to receive their individual results for chemicals. The four case studies encompass 


government, academic, and advocacy research. Our project held a workshop in September 2010 at the 


Harvard Law School, which brought together 44 ethicists, environmental health researchers, lawyers, 


clinicians, study participants, health advocates, and IRB officials to discuss legal and ethical issues related to 


report-back. Since responsible reporting of individual exposure results requires tailoring report-back to 


participants' social and historical context, we are investigating a method for digital report-back that can be 


modified by participant’s language, health concerns, and scientific literacy. This project will lead to 


guidelines for effective, ethical, and logistically feasible report-back protocols for personal exposure 


research. 
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Abstract 


Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) are a group of chemicals generated by incomplete combustion and 


some are known to be carcinogenic. The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, like many 


other Native Americans, may be at a higher risk for exposure to PAHs from inhalation of smoke during the 


smoking of fish and game using traditional practices, and from ingestion of smoked foods. In local tribal 


communities, smoked fish and game constitutes an important proportion of their diet and plays a major role 


in their culture and development. The present study describes the traditional smoking practices of salmon in 


two different structures, a tipi and a wood shed, and using two different types of wood. Two main exposure 


pathways are evaluated utilizing urine samples and personal air samplers to best characterized the degree of 


human exposure during the smoking events. Traditional smoking practices will be described along with the 


use of modern metrics to quantify exposure. Preliminary data from the personal air sampler and the urine 


samples will be presented as it becomes available. 
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Abstract 


Background. Women in Louisiana and throughout the Gulf Coast are at greater risk for adverse pregnancy 


and birth outcomes. Women are especially vulnerable during disaster for a number of reasons, including 


exposure to contaminants, separation from their medical home and fragmented access to family planning 


options, while healthcare systems struggle to manage secondary surge in the aftermath. An improved 


method for emergency response necessitates building a Gulf Coast-wide network of providers prior to 


disaster and revising an assessment to gather information from women regarding their service needs. 


Methods. As part of the Transdisciplinary Research Consortium for Gulf Resilience on Women’s Health a 


working group was convened of regional experts and community leaders entrenched in eliminating health 


disparities and improving women’s health. The foundation of the working group forum is the Reproductive 


Health Assessment After Disaster (RHAD) Toolkit, a set of tools designed to guide users through the 


planning, implementation, and analysis stages of conducting a reproductive health assessment post-disaster. 


The working group is charged with meeting monthly for the complete and conclusive review of the RHAD 


Toolkit methods for assessment, survey item construction, the building of a comprehensive regional 


resource guide, and ultimately identifying a corps of CHWs to serve as disaster interventionists – the bridge 


to healthcare services Gulf-Coast wide. Results. A key area of concern identified by working group members 


was the ability of disaster interventionists to manage women’s anxiety and stress during a crisis, while at the 


same time collecting information and providing referrals. The group conceptualized a phased approach to 


the process, whereby baseline data is collected from women prior to disaster, followed by a needs 


assessment administered 4-6 weeks post-disaster and finally, a more in-depth interview to take place 6 


months after disaster. Conclusions. Although real-time application of the toolkit has not been implemented, 


the group’s phased approach seeks to create a relationship with women prior to disaster, facilitating contact 


during and following the disaster. Utilizing this community-based approach can enhance the scope and 


power of public health research, strengthen the region’s overall capacity and may increase engagement and 


adherence to health services. 
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Abstract 


The University of California Davis Superfund Research Program broadly focuses on determining the fate and 


transport of hazardous materials in ground water, surface water, and air as they move from toxic waste sites 


using classical and innovative methodologies. Concurrently, we are developing sensitive systems for 


evaluating the exposure and effect of populations to these materials. Rapid immunochemical and cell-based 


analysis supplement classical technologies for the evaluation of sites, validating models of transport from 


these sites, as well as determining human susceptibility, exposure and effect. We also explore new 


technologies for thermal and bioremediation of toxic waste and address possible health risks associated 


with these technologies. We are expanding the use of transcriptomics, proteomics, metabolomics and 


integrated bioinformatics technologies to discover new mechanisms of action of hazardous materials and 


biomarkers for their action. The biomarkers developed in this project will serve as biological dosimeters in 


epidemiological and ecological studies in this and sister projects. The technologies developed are tested at 


field sites and transferred to end users through a research translation core. 


Here we will present a few of the technologies that are in varying stages of development. For those more 


fully developed technologies, the efforts and strategies used as it pertains to research translation will be 


described. Some of these technologies under development are novel immunoreagents for employment in 


analytical methods, fabricated nanoparticles for ultrasensitive detection of biomolecules, and fabricated 


nanomaterials for metal remediation. Technologies that are currently in the process of moving from 


research findings into products useful for various applications include immunoassays for pesticide 


quantification, a biodegradation strategy for site remediation, and an enhanced cell-based assay for the 


detection and relative quantitation of dioxin and related arylhydrocarbon-active molecules. 
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Abstract 


Background: Mined since the 1920s and up to 1990, the Libby vermiculite deposits are characterized by the 


composition of asbestos minerals found commingled with the vermiculite mined in Libby and is referred to 


as Libby Amphibole (LA). In 2000, a total of 600 children aged 10-17 participated in a screening program. Our 


study focuses on the follow-up of this cohort. 


Hypothesis: We hypothesize that childhood exposure to LA asbestos will be significantly associated with 


increased respiratory disorders. 


Aim 1: Determine if childhood exposure to LA is associated with an increase in adverse respiratory 


symptoms, age-adjusted decrements in pulmonary function, decrements in diffusing capacity and lung 


volumes, and increases in pleural changes. 


Aim 2: Develop an environmental exposure matrix to determine childhood exposures to LA including factors 


such as age at exposure, geography, personal activities and home environmental sampling undertaken by 


the EPA. 


Aim 3: Develop, implement and evaluate a well-defined reciprocal outreach and communication program. 


This program includes residents of Libby MT, CARD, UC investigators, local health professionals, and federal 


agencies. 


Methods: A clinical examination, including an exposure and health questionnaire, PFT, chest x-ray, and HRCT 


scan, are obtained. Testing is done at the Center for Asbestos Related Disease (CARD) and St. John’s 


Hospital. 


Current Progress: Currently, 223 of the targeted 360 subjects (62%) have completed their health evaluation 


at CARD. There has been considerable community outreach by CHIEFS investigators and staff through 


participating in the inaugural and second annual Libby Community Research Rally and Symposium. Families 


with their children were invited to attend the “Research Rally” portion to meet the researchers to learn 


about the asbestos related disease and respiratory health as well as the various ongoing research projects in 


Libby. For the children, CHIEFS prepared fun educational activities, which included a lung health quiz and 


model lungs made from plastic bottles and balloons. Children were given directions on how to make the 
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model lung as a fun science project. In the following days, researchers presented their current findings to 


the public and scientific community. During the symposium, community members were given an open 


forum to address researchers with questions. The CARD staff has been pivotal in many CHIEFS recruitment 


and outreach efforts. 
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Abstract 


The 2010 Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico adversely impacted the diverse coastal 


communities living along the Gulf Coast states. These communities may be at increased risk of disease due 


to elevated exposures to a wide range of contaminants associated with crude oil and its breakdown 


products. Potential contaminants of particular interest are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Part of 


this BRIDGES (Biological Response Indicator Devices for Gauging Environmental Stressors) related research 


project seeks to provide pertinent PAH-related outreach education to the diverse communities impacted by 


the oil spill. This presentation reports on (1) the potential health effects from exposure to PAHs from crude 


oil, (2) passive sampling devices (PSDs) that mimic cellular membranes and absorb the bioavailable fraction 


of certain chemicals, and (3) stepwise approaches to outreach from a logistically challenging distance. 
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Abstract 


The Dine Network for Environmental Health (DiNEH) Project has been working with Navajo communities for 


12 years to determine the impacts of environmental exposures from more than 1100 unremediated 


uranium waste sites associated with more than 500 abandoned uranium mines and mills that are a legacy of 


the cold war. The DiNEH team has worked with 20 of the 110 Navajo chapters where more than 100 of these 


abandoned sites are located. Over the past decade, the DiNEH team has trained community members in 


research methods; learned about effective strategies for obtaining information on exposures, land use, 


medical histories, and other associated risk factors; built effective partnerships that include health care 


providers, tribal government agencies, federal agencies, and local and national congressional committees to 


ensure the results and implications of the research are not only effectively disseminated to community 


members to protect health, but also to clinicians to inform diagnosis and care, and to regulators and other 


policy-makers to inform remedial action decisions. The DiNEH project has had success in all of these arenas. 


Results of the self-report data from the original 1304 participants are being validated through analyses of 


biomarkers of effect and clinical diagnoses in a subset of the participants, as well as through comparison 


with summary data from a medical monitoring program initiated by Navajo Area IHS in collaboration with 


the Dine team. Methods for conveying results of water sampling to communities across Navajo Nation 


developed by the project communities are now being used Navajo-Nation wide, and modeling results are 


being used by communities in their negotiations on remedial actions. With support from USEPA Region 9, 


the team has also worked with communities to produce a video, primarily in Navajo, to inform people on 


the risks from contamination of water, historic impacts to water, and some of the actions being taken to 


improve the situation. The team is now leading a multi-agency, multi-institutional effort to assess the 


potential impacts of exposures to these sites on reproductive and developmental outcomes. The partners in 


this new effort include the Navajo Nation Division of Health, the Navajo Area IHS and PL638 hospitals, and 


the Centers for Disease Control/Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry. 
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Abstract 


WGBH Educational Foundation has completed our K-12 Environmental Public Health collection of 60 media 


resources, adapted from a range of sources including public television, NIH, EPA, and other PEPH 


participants. Each media asset (generally a short video or an interactive experience for students) is 


accompanied by a background essay for teachers and discussion questions for use in the classroom. They 


are now distributed through Teachers’ Domain at http://www.teachersdomain.org. Since the initial launch 


of the first set of these resources in the summer of 2010, they have garnered nearly 20,000 page views. 


 


In the final phase of our grant, we are building upon these media resources, completing three lesson plans, a 


set of three self-paced lessons for students, and a set of four self-paced lessons for teacher professional 


development. In our poster session, we will demonstrate examples of the media as well as one of the self-


paced lessons for teachers. 


 


Later in 2012, the entire project will migrate to a new digital library platform, PBS LearningMedia. 
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2011 Community Assessment Project 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Marie Lynn Miranda, Ph.D., Children's Environmental Health Initiative 


Pamela Maxson, Ph.D., Children's Environmental Health Initiative 


 


Brief Description: 


The Community Assessment Project was designed and conducted to elucidate the relationship between 


built environment variables and environmental, public, and clinical health data for the city of Durham, North 


Carolina. The project was also intended to be used as an easily-adaptable neighborhood assessment tool for 


researchers and community partners interested in the built environment. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Measures of the built environment, including housing damage, property disorder, public nuisances, and 


security measures, were developed and mapped. This information is to be disseminated via community 


outreach targeting local stakeholders. Longitudinal data will also be used to model neighborhood change 


and the built environment’s relationship with a variety of public health outcomes. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


2011 Community Assessment Project Report Report YES NO 


CAP Interactive Community Maps Website YES NO 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 
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African Americans and Environmental Cancers: Sharing Histories to Build 


Trust 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Della McKinnon, Children's Environmental Health Initiative, Duke University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Children’s Environmental Health Initiative, Duke University and Triangle Chapter of the Sisters Network, Inc. 


 


Brief Description: 


This project is a collaborative effort between the Triangle Sisters Network and Duke University to address 


community concerns regarding environmental contributors to cancer health disparities among high-risk 


African-American women and their families. The goals of this project are to foster long-term relationships 


and build trust between research scientists, the health care system, and the high-risk African American 


community through dialogue and shared decision making; to advance the field of risk communication 


through development of culturally-appropriate outreach strategies; to increase awareness of cancer risks 


and preventive measures; to minimize the barriers to participation in early detection services; and to reduce 


cancer mortality in African Americans. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Breast Cancer and Environment Research Program 
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Air Pollution Outreach, Education, and Research Capacity Building in 


Alaska Native Villages 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Tony Ward, Ph.D., The University of Montana, Missoula, MT 


 


Brief Description: 


The overall mission of this project is to reduce health disparities of Alaska Native people living in remote 


communities by raising awareness of indoor air quality issues affecting respiratory health, and to empower 


students and environmental health personnel residing in these areas to work with their communities to 


improve air quality, and the health of community members. This project aims to accomplish these outcomes 


by: 1) educating students on the importance of good air quality and respiratory health outcomes, while 


providing hands-on research opportunities for students to assess indoor levels of PM2.5 and 2) identifying 


community specific air pollution issues of interest and characterizing respiratory disease in children. To date, 


four local Community Coordinators have been hired to provide on the ground assistance with project 


activities, while four additional hires for these positions are currently in progress. The results from this 


project will be presented back to each community and used to secure additional funding, responsive to the 


identified environmental public health needs. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 Developed culturally and regionally appropriate lesson plans and curricula focused on air pollution 


and respiratory health. 


 Established relationships with Tribal and community members, and school personnel. 


 Engaged Tribal and community members, and school personnel in education and research activities. 


 Implemented the Air Toxics Under the North Star program within eight remote/rural Alaskan Native 


communities. 


 Educated students on the importance of good indoor air quality and related respiratory health 


outcomes. 


 Hosted two annual teacher training workshops, preparing teachers to effectively deliver the Air 


Toxics curriculum within their classrooms. 


 Hired and provided environmental training to local Community Coordinators in remote/rural Alaska 


Native Communities. 


 Increased student experiences with communicating scientific findings to the general public, peers, 


and active researchers through participation in local/regional culminating events and community 


health fairs. 


 Increased knowledge and awareness of indoor air quality issues and related respiratory health 


outcomes among students, teachers, and Tribal and community members. 


 Identified environmental health concerns of importance to community members, and rates of 


respiratory disease in children. 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Air Toxics Under the North Star Curriculum - 


High School 


Lesson Plans / Curriculum 


Binder 


Yes No 


Air Toxics Under the North Star Curriculum - 


Middle School 


Lesson Plans / Curriculum 


Binder 


Yes No 


DustTrak 8530 Training Videos DVD/Video, YouTube Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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Assessing and Addressing Exposures to Soil Contaminants Related to Urban 


Gardening 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Murray McBride, Cornell University 


Hannah Shayler, Cornell University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Gretchen Ferenz, Cornell University Cooperative Extension -NYC 


Henry Spliethoff, New York State Depatment of Health 


Lydia Marquez-Bravo, New York State Department of Health 


Edie Stone, Greenthumb, NYC Department of Parks and Recreation 


 


Brief Description: 


Urban community gardens can provide affordable, locally grown, healthy foods and many other benefits 


associated with urban green space, opportunities for recreation and community building activities, and 


reduced environmental impacts of food transport and large-scale production. However, garden soils (and 


urban soils in particular) can contain contaminants that may pose risks to human health, and the nature and 


extent of contamination in many areas remain poorly defined. In addition to this knowledge gap, gardeners 


and other community stakeholders have identified a need for support in considering risks associated with 


soil contamination and implementing strategies to reduce those risks. To help fulfill these needs, a new 


community-research partnership was formed to include team members from Cornell University, Cornell 


Cooperative Extension, the New York State Department of Health, the community gardening organization 


GreenThumb, and other stakeholders with interests in community gardening. This partnership aims to 


address community concerns through collaborative research to inform the development of education and 


public health action strategies. 


 


Key project activities include: (1) Assessing soil and vegetable contaminant levels (and other properties) and 


human exposures through activities in urban community gardens, and evaluating the effectiveness of 


management strategies to mitigate associated potential health risks; (2) Translating research findings into 


effective education and public health action strategies to reduce exposures to soil contaminants and 


potential risks; (3) Identifying future research needs related to potential exposures and risks for urban 


gardeners; and (4) Evaluating the success of education and outreach programs in addressing community 


concerns and reducing exposures to soil contaminants related to urban gardening activities. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 Soil sample collection, analysis and written reporting for metals (75 gardens, 875 samples) and 


PAHs, black carbon and nitrogen (21 gardens, 69 samples) 


 Analysis of soil and compost being provided to gardens by NYC DPR Greenthumb indicated low 


levels of all elements of concern. 
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 Multiple information sessions with gardeners to answer questions, discuss sampling results and 


"best practices." Followup survey data indicated that most gardeners found the information 


sessions "very helpful". 


 Another survey indicated that gardens (particularly those with higher contaminant levels) 


implemented exposure reduction measures based on our results communication and guidance. 


 Gardens with the highest metals levels received extra deliveries of new soil from NYC DPR 


Greenthumb 


 Over half of the gardens from the first phase of sampling that never received soil amendments from 


NYC DPR Greenthumb prior to sampling signed up to receive these materials in the year following 


sampling. 


 Several farmer-field-school sessions with Brooklyn gardeners to develop and implement appropriate 


strategies for healthy gardening. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


 


Sources and Impacts of Contaminants in Soils 


Factsheet / Website Yes No 


 


Guide to Soil Testing and Interpreting Results 


Factsheet / Website Yes No 


 


Soil Contaminants and Best Practices for Healthy 


Gardens 


Factsheet / Website Yes No 


 


Healthy Soils, Healthy Communities. A research 


and education partnership with urban gardeners 


Website (Cornell CWMI) Yes No 


 


General Best Practices for Healthy Gardening: 


What Gardeners Can Do. 


Factsheet / Website Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research to Action 
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Assessment of Local Environmental Risk Training (ALERT) to Reduce 


Health Disparities 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Steven P. Wallace, PhD, Principal Investigator 


Ying Ying Meng, PhD, Co Investigator 


Peggy Toy, MA, Project Director 


Jazmin Zane, MSW, Project Manager 


UCLA Center for Health Policy Research 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


East LA Community Corporation, Isela Gracian, Associate Director 


The Children's Clinic/Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma, 


Elisa Nicholas, MD, Chief Executive Officer 


UCLA Center for Occupational and Environmental Health, 


John Froines, PhD, Research Scientist 


End Oil / Communities for Clean Ports, Gisele Fong, PhD, Executive Director 


 


Brief Description: 


Assessment of Local Environmental Risk Training (ALERT) to Reduce Health Disparities aims to build the 


capacity of environmental health (EH) researchers and community based organizations (CBOs) to actively 


participate as equal partners in air quality research and develop their skills to effectively communicate risks 


and research findings to community members. The communities involved are low-income, largely Latino and 


immigrant, and are impacted by multiple air-quality problems. Closer coordination between researchers and 


community members enhance the science of conducting and translating research into action to address 


environmental exposures and health risks of concern to the public. 


 


To achieve its aims, ALERT conducted several activities to build community based participatory research 


skills (CBPR) skills of researchers and community representatives, as well as foster trust and develop 


relationships between them. ALERT launched its researcher component in April 2010 with a convening on 


CBPR. The goal of this convening was to increase awareness of CBPR to improve the ability of researchers 


and community members to collaborate on environmental health research. Another goal of the convening 


was to recruit researchers to participate in the ALERT community training activities. Two community Train 


the Trainer (TTT) courses were conducted in Fall 2010 for community representatives and neighborhood 


residents with a vested interest in air quality issues. The ALERT TTT courses were 4 days long and covered 


topics on air pollution science, CBPR, a six-step process for conducting an environmental health assessment, 


and developing an evidence based environmental health action plan (EHAP). Participants also learned adult 


learning methods to train peers on the same topics they learned. TTT course graduates subsequently 


conducted EHAP community workshops for peers. Additional technical assistance sessions were conducted 


to further build skills and foster trust between community members and researchers. ALERT also issued an 
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RFP for CBPR pilot studies based on EHAPs developed in the community workshops. Community leaders, air 


quality researchers and regulators were engaged as reviewers. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Researcher engagement activities resulted in a better understanding of the challenges and opportunities of 


CBPR. In-depth interviews were conducted with local key informants to better understand their awareness 


and engagement in CPBR. Researchers were familiar with CBPR but few were involved in CBPR projects. 


Researchers felt CBPR made research more meaningful but were concerned about institutional barriers, lack 


of funding, and community misconceptions about research. Organizations in ALERT communities had a high 


level of experience with CBPR and were concerned that researchers lacked understanding of the community 


and failed to disseminate their findings to the community. A key benefit of CBPR cited was the ability to use 


findings to advance EH policies. Findings led the ALERT team to design educational interventions that foster 


dialogue, shared learning, and collaborative strategies for translating research into action. 


ALERT researchers were invited to jointly participate in the Train the Trainer courses, which increased 


researcher contact with community representatives and vice versa, as well as creating an environment to 


foster trust. A total of 13 researchers attended a TTT course. A total of 54 community representatives 


participated in the TTT course. Most of the trainers (54%) had not previously participated in a TTT course. 


Trainers reported that the course was relevant to their work, with 55% of trainers indicating that the TTT 


was “extremely relevant” and 35% indicating that it was “very relevant.” Most trainers did not have any 


previous experience with working directly with researchers (61%). Of the trainers who indicated that they 


had prior experience working with researchers, this experience was primarily with data collection and 


project development. A smaller portion of the sample indicated that they did not have direct contact with 


researchers, but was part of a team that worked with researchers (13%). At the end of the course trainers 


reported that they expected their community would benefit from their participation in the course by being 


able to identify community environmental health needs regarding air pollution (92%), developing an 


environmental health action plan (88%), and by an increase in collaboration between researchers and the 


community (86%). Out of the 54 community participants who completed the TTT, 47 of them (87%) 


completed 19 subsequent workshops within their local community, training over 350 community members. 


From these 19 workshops, community members completed EHAPs, identifying the data, stakeholders, 


primary questions, and actions needed to advance their air quality policy advocacy and community work. 


The ALERT TTT course achieved its aim of fostering partnerships between researchers and community 


representatives. As a result, three pilot study proposals were submitted from researcher-community 


partnerships. Two pilot studies using CBPR methods were awarded and are currently underway: "Boyle 


Heights Clean Air (BHCA)" a study of traffic generated air pollution and related health effects among children 


and the elderly; and "Central Long Beach Cumulative Impacts of Ambient Air Pollution on Health: Ground 


Truthing and Community Knowledge," a study on sources of air pollution in the Central Long Beach Area and 


awareness and perceptions of related health risks among members of the Cambodian community in the 


area. 


  







 


12   


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


ALERT Train-the-Trainer Course Curriculum Curricula Yes To be submitted May 


2012 


ALERT Trainer's Guide Booklet Yes To be submitted May 


2012 


ALERT Environmental Health Action Planning 


tool 


Chart Yes To be submitted May 


2012 


ALERT Final Evaluation Report Document Yes To be submitted May 


2012 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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Broadening a Statewide Initiative to Help NC Families Address Healthy 


Homes Issues 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Kathleen Gray, Director 


Community Outreach and Engagement Core, UNC Center for Environmental Health and Susceptibility 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Kathleen Gray, Director, UNC CEHS COEC 


Neasha Graves, Manager, UNC CEHS COEC 


Amy MacDonald, Environmental Health Educator, UNC CEHS COEC 


Kelly Robinson, Research Assistant, UNC CEHS COEC 


 


Brief Description: 


The CEHS Community Outreach and Engagement Core’s efforts focus on improving public understanding of 


how susceptibilities and environmental factors interact to cause disease, with a goal of enabling people to 


make informed decisions about reducing disease risk and hazard exposure. We rely on CEHS and other peer-


reviewed environmental health science research, and we focus on reaching populations most susceptible to 


the diseases studied by CEHS and those who provide services to these populations. In the past year, we have 


continued to implement a multi-faceted healthy homes initiative, developing a module to use in training 


health and housing professionals and providing trainings for over 130 health, housing and child care 


professionals in vulnerable NC communities. In addition, the COEC trained community health workers in 


Lenoir, Guilford and Durham Counties to introduce healthy homes content and home improvement tools to 


their clients, resulting in dozens of home assessments in Lenoir County, NC. We also partnered with the 


state health department to educate maternal and child health professionals working to implement federal 


lead and pregnancy standards. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


In the past year, the COEC has worked to broaden its capacity to educate NC families by training public 


health and housing professionals who serve those families. Serving as a certified training partner of the 


National Center for Healthy Housing (NCHH), the COEC adapted the NCHH 7-Hour Healthy Homes for 


Community Health Workers curriculum to fit training needs in NC, training 42 community health workers in 


southeastern (Lenoir), central (Durham) and piedmont area (Guilford) counties. In pre- and post-workshop 


tests, over 95% of respondents gained knowledge about healthy homes concepts, especially in the area of 


indoor air quality. As a result, community health workers in Lenoir County have conducted 30 home 


assessments, providing advice to English and Spanish-speaking residents. 


 


The COEC also raised awareness of healthy homes concepts for an additional 137 public health and housing 


professionals, community educators and senior-level community health nursing students with tailored, 
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condensed trainings. Pre- and post-workshop tests demonstrated that 82% of the nursing students gained 


knowledge about healthy homes concepts. 


 


In addition to healthy homes training efforts, the COEC is working with the NC Division of Public Health to 


educate maternal and child health professionals about federal lead and pregnancy guidelines. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


UNC Center for Environmental Health and 


Susceptibility website 


website: 


http://sph.unc.edu/cehs 


yes  


NC Healthy Homes website website: 


www.nchealthyhomes.com 


yes  


Sentinel Newsletter (UNC CEHS Newsletter) 


 


online newsletter yes  


"Lead and Pregnancy" (in English and Spanish) brochure yes  


 


PEPH Program(s): 


EHS Core Centers 
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Building Sustainable Community-based Research Infrastructure to Better 


Science (CRIBS) 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Marion Kavanaugh-Lynch, M.D., M.P.H. 


California Breast Cancer Research Program (CBCRP) 


University of California, Office of the President 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Susan Braun, M.A., M.B.A. (Commonweal) 


Marj Plumb, Dr.P.H. (Plumbline Coaching and Consulting) 


Heather Sarantis, M.S. (Commonweal) 


Catherine Thomsen, M.P.H. (CBCRP) 


Senaida Fernandez, Ph.D. (CBCRP) 


Emily Galpern, M.P.H. (Plumbline Coaching and Consulting) 


Juliana Van Olphen, Ph.D. (San Francisco State University) 


 


Brief Description: 


The CRIBS program includes outreach and training efforts focused on mentoring community-academic 


teams to competence in conducting community based participatory research (CBPR) on breast cancer, the 


environment, and/or disparities. It is anticipated that communities and their academic partners throughout 


California who participate in the CRIBS training program will have the skill set to address knowledge gaps in 


these areas, and that the results can be utilized to take action and change health-related outcomes. 


 


The program focuses on outreach to diverse community members, community organization representatives 


and academically trained researchers across the state of California to provide an overview of community-


based research, an introduction to the California Breast Cancer Research Program's Community Research 


Collaboration (CRC) funding mechanism, an overview of the state of the science in environment, disparities 


and breast cancer, and the process for application to the CRIBS intensive training program (ITP) of the 


project. The ITP curriculum was developed to focus on (1) creating CBPR teams; (2) understanding the 


science of environmental causes of and disparities in breast cancer; (3) creating a pathway from vision to 


project; (4) writing successful grant applications to funders of CBPR research (including but not limited to, 


the California Breast Cancer Research Program). The ITP structure was developed to include face to face 


training, online training in a web-supported learning community, a mock grant review, and technical 


assistance. Program implementation will continue through the Fall of 2012. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


While evaluation of public health and policy impacts are premature at this point, the CRIBS partnership 


realized successes in outreach, and the design and implementation of the CRIBS intensive training program 


(ITP). 
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The CRIBS partnership: 


 


1. Designed and implemented 11 outreach workshops across the state of California, that gave 


community members, community organization representatives and academically trained 


researchers an overview of community-based research, an introduction to the California Breast 


Cancer Research Program's Community Research Collaboration (CRC) funding mechanism, an 


overview of environment/disparities science, and the process for application to the CRIBS Intensive 


Training Program (ITP). Workshop participants included 272 individuals from 11 cities and the 


surrounding areas, including: Vista, Los Angeles, Chico, San Francisco, Oakland, Arcata/Eureka, San 


Bernardino, Merced, Sacramento, Nevada City, and Watsonville. 


2. Developed and implemented the application process for the CRIBS ITP, provided one-on-one and 


webinar based technical assistance to 90 individuals. As a result, 22 applications were reviewed and 


12 teams of 2-3 individuals accepted into the CRIBS ITP. 


3. Developed and implemented the CRIBS ITP, and implementation will continue through the Fall of 


2012. 


4. Contracted with an external evaluator to create and implement program evaluation of process and 


outcome variables, utilizing a participatory evaluation approach. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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Center for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Marilyn Hair, Jon Sharpe, Kelly Edwards 


Community Outreach and Ethics Core 


University of Washington 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Northwest Association for Biomedical Research 


Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center 


Duwamish River Cleanup Coalition/Technical Advisory Group 


Northwest Science Writers 


Lummi Ventures 


Collaborative on Health and the Environment 


Washington Toxics Coalition 


 


Brief Description: 


The Community Outreach and Ethics Core (COEC) of the Center for Ecogenetics and Environmental Health 


(CEEH) at the University of Washington has been active since the Center first was funded in 1996. The COEC 


partners with stakeholder groups who have an interest or need related to ecogenetics research, research 


ethics, or population-based health research to develop action-oriented projects. The COEC also works to 


build the capacity of CEEH investigators and trainees for public engagement, ethics, and teaching. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Public Health Cafe is a quarterly discussion series held at a vegetarian restaurant during happy hour. During 


the PH Cafe, an expert makes an informal presentation about a timely topic in environmental health, 


followed by a small group activity or conversation about the ethical implications of the topic. Two events 


have been held to date that addressed epigenetics and biobanking. 


 


Paws on Science is an annual exhibition for families hosted by the University of Washington at the Pacific 


Science Center in Seattle. COEC hosts a booth that teaches the relationship betwen genes, environment, 


behavior, and human health. We created the Magic Bead genetic test to find susceptibility to Smurfatosis, a 


pretend condition in which people turn blue after being in the sun too long. We also created the EcoGen 


card game with "fate" cards and "choice" cards to show that our health is the result of interactions between 


our genes, behaviors, and the environment (egogenetics). 


 


The COEC has been working with a Wikipedia volunteer 'ambassador' to expand the open source Wikipedia 


articles about biobanking, and to add ethical considerations and citations. Our goal is to provide more 


complete and accurate information to the public. Collaborating with Wikipedia is unexplored territory, but 


there is potential to reach a large number of people and improve public literacy around research ethics. 
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With leadership from the COEC, a group of UW Environmental Health students and staff formed the 


Community Outreach and Research Engagement (CORE) group whose purpose is to pursue public 


engagement opportunities. We meet twice each quarter to plan outreach activities and participate in an 


activity about environmental health, compiling a toolkit of resources for students and staff to use in 


presentations. Students gain experience engaging the public by making presentations, staffing exhibits, 


visiting K-12 classrooms, and hosting tours of CEEH and university environmental health facilities. 


 


COEC maintains a CORE group listserv to share opportunties, news and information with students and staff 


who sign up for the CORE group. In February, five students and staff led 90-minute sessions on 


environmental health in four 10th grade health classes at a suburban high school. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Environmental Health Fact Files middle school 


curriculum. Fact files for Lead, Asthma, Diabetes, 


Health & Environment. Portions also in Spanish. 


Curriculum Yes No 


Genetics and Epigenetics poster Poster Yes No 


Smurfatosis genetic test activity 


EcoGenetics card game 


Activities Yes No 


Environmental Health History Cards Activity Yes No 


Your Money or Your Life genetic testing role play Activity Yes No 


Fast Facts sheets about Epigenetics, Biobanking Factsheet Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


EHS Core Centers 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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CHAMACOS Community Outreach and Translation Core 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Daniel Madrigal, UC Berkeley 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Brenda Eskenazi , UC Berkeley 


Asa Bradman, UC Berkeley 


Meredith Minkler, UC Berkeley 


Daniel Madrigal, UC Berkeley 


Jose Camacho, Clinica de Salud Valle de Salinas 


Kimberly Parra, Clinica de Salud Valle de Salinas 


 


Brief Description: 


The CHAMACOS Community Outreach Core has several goals, including: (1) dissemination of study findings, 


(2), providing a mechanism for community members to participate in the research process, (3) increasing 


awareness about children’s environmental health, (4) targeted outreach to prevent exposures, (5) 


developing an environmental health leadership program for adolescents, and, (6), when requested, 


educating policy makers about the implications of our research. These activities take place in conjunction 


with the CHAMACOS Study, a longitudinal birth cohort study examining environmental exposures and 


children’s health and development in an agricultural region. Our central communication mechanism is a 


Community Advisory Board (CAB) consisting of farmworkers, county health and agricultural officials, 


community groups, elected officials, and agricultural industry representatives. Research findings are also 


disseminated through study participant and community fora, newsletters, and a website. Environmental 


education and exposure-prevention activities are conducted at several levels, including education to 


farmworkers and families, training of service providers such as schools officials, delivery of physician-training 


presentations, and working with growers to prevent pesticide exposures. In this presentation, the overall 


outreach program and the essential components of our communication strategy for each population will be 


described. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Since the inception of the project we have engaged with almost 17,000 community members, including over 


12,000 adults and over 4,000 children. The topics have covered a range of environmental health issues 


including: Environmental quality in child car. 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Prenatal Enviromental Health Kiosk for Low-


income Latino Mothers 


Software (PC/MAC)/Website Yes No 


Brochures that accompany the Prenatal Kiosk on 


specific enviromental health issues 


Brochures Yes No 


CERCH's website where we provide a 


comprehensive summary of the CHAMACOS 


Study, relevant environmental health issues, and 


educational resources for community groups 


Website Yes No 


Integrated Pest Management Toolkit for child 


care providers. 


Toolkit Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 
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Community Assessment of Freeway Exposure and Health 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Doug Brugge, Tufts Medical School 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Ellin Reisner, Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership 


John Durant, Tufts School of Engineering 


Wig Zamore, Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership 


Edna Carrasco, Committee for Boston Public Housing 


Lydia Lowe, Chinese Progressive Association 


Yuping Zeng, Chinatown Resident Association 


John Spengler, Harvard School of Public Health 


Emmanuel Owusu, City of Somerville 


 


Brief Description: 


CAFEH is a CBPR study of near highway pollution, primarily ultrafine particles, and markers of cardiovascular 


health in older adults. We are recruiting participants and measuring air pollution levels in three study areas 


next to and farther away (urban background) from highways in Boston and Somerville, MA. Air pollutants, 


including particle number count as our primary indicator of exposure to UFP, are measured using a mobile 


monitoring lab that travels fixed routes through the study areas. We measures pollution levels at different 


times of the day, days of the week and seasons and in varying weather conditions. We also measure PNC at 


stationary sites immediately adjacent to the highways in each neighborhood. And we have collected 


indoor/outdoor measurements at a small subset of homes in Somerville. Residents are recruited in stratified 


samples 1/3, 1/3, 1/3 each living <100 m, 100-400 m and >1000 m from the highway. Participants complete 


an in-home survey and attend 1-2 clinics at which they complete a second, briefer survey and provide a 


blood sample, blood pressure measures (including ABI), height and weight. Blood is analyzed for lipid profile 


on site and stored for batch analysis of CRP, IL6, TNFa-RII and fibrinogen. We are conducting a series of 


analyses, including several using partial data sets, such as PNC data from Somerville and time series analysis 


of blood markers from Somerville. But our primary aim is to build models of PNC across all three 


neighborhoods, to modify ambient exposure at the residence by time activity and infiltration into the home 


and to test associations with biological markers using structural equation modeling. As a CBPR study, with 


community representatives active in all phases of the research, we are also interested in dissemination of 


our findings and our knowledge of the broader literature to the communities, the general public and policy 


makers. We have made some progress on this front and plan to do much more as our analyses emerge. 


Finally, we have to off-shoot studies of in-home HEPA air filtration aimed at producing pilot data on efficacy 


for reducing blood markers of inflammation. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Our study is completing the fourth year of five years of funding from NIEHS. Participant recruitment is 


complete and environmental data collection is nearing completion. We have met or exceeded our 
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recruitment targets and our environmental monitoring data set is a highly dense near highway record that 


has rarely been collected. Our partnership remains strong, with active participation from all our 


collaborators and partners. There is considerable interest in our study in the target communities and more 


broadly in the Boston area (http://sites.tufts.edu/cafeh/publications-and-news-media/). We have had 


regular news coverage of the study and attendance at our advisory board meetings is high (40-45 people) 


and includes elected officials and their representatives, public and environmental health agency staff, 


participants in the study, and community-based leaders. We have also made numerous presentations about 


the issue of near highway pollution to public health and policy audiences. 


 


We have published 7 peer reviewed papers so far that have reported on the process of the project, analyzed 


secondary data from an unrelated longitudinal cohort for roadway proximity, reviewed the literature or 


analyzed data from one of the pilot studies we conducted prior to the start of CAFEH. The first papers based 


solely on CAFEH data have been submitted and are under review. We have an ambitious analysis and 


publication plan that we hope will lead to many papers coming out over the next year or two. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to 


share? 


Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Web site: http://sites.tufts.edu/cafeh/ Web site Yes No 


Newsletter: 


http://sites.tufts.edu/cafeh/files/2012/01/CAF


EH-Spring-2011-Newsletter.pdf 


Newsletter Yes No 


Film: http://sites.tufts.edu/cafeh/ (bottom of 


page) 


Video documentary Yes No 


EHP article: 


http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/fetchArticle.


action?articleURI=info%3Adoi/10.1289/ehp.09


01182 


Scientific article Yes No 


ACP article: 


http://sites.tufts.edu/cafeh/files/2012/01/Shor


t-term-variation-in-near-highway-pollutant-


gradients-on-a-winter-morning_2010.pdf 


Scientific article Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


CBPR 
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Community Engagement Core (Brown Superfund Research Program), 


Community Outreach and Translation Core (Brown Children's 


Environmental Health Center) 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Phil Brown, Brown University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Environmental Justice League of Rhode Island 


Woonasquatucket River Watershed Council 


Environmental Action Committee of Tiverton 


Hospitals for a Healthy Environment in RI 


RI Department of Health 


RI Department of Environmental Management 


 


Brief Description: 


The Community Engagement Core (CEC) supports communities that are dealing with toxic contamination in 


Rhode Island. At Brown, we have developed a team of 10 graduate and undergraduate students that meet 


regularly to participate in and coordinate CEC projects. In 2011 we worked in four main programmatic areas. 


First, we worked with community partner the Environmental Justice League of Rhode Island (EJLRI) to 


extend our youth-focused environmental health and justice programs. These include the Community 


Environmental College, a free summer program for local youth to build literacy in environmental health and 


justice; ECO Youth, an afterschool program focused on environmental justice; the Healthy Corner Store 


Initiative, a project to promote the availability of healthy food; and GreenStage, a youth theater program. 


Second, we continued our outreach and advocacy in the broader Providence community with three 


additional collaborations with our community partners. These include: Weatherization Open Houses, a 


program to help individual families weatherize their residences; the Science Cafe, a program to bring experts 


together with the public to discuss environmental health issues; and the DEM’s Brownfields Environmental 


Equity Stakeholder Workgroup, a project to develop state policy regarding brownfields development in 


environmental justice communities, and school siting on contaminated land. Third, we supported efforts to 


remediate contaminated sites in three neighborhoods. And fourth, we initiated Hospitals for a Healthy 


Environment in Rhode Island, a statewide coalition of hospitals, professional associations, nursing schools, 


unions, academic institutions, government agencies, local food groups, and environmental groups which 


promotes cost-effective, healthy and sustainable health care institutions. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Overall, our work has continued to have a strong impact in increasing awareness and engagement of 


environmental health and justice issues in Rhode Island. We have fulfilled a critical role of bridging 


Providence youth, community organizations, local, state and federal decision makers, and the Brown 


University community. Our expanded youth programs now provide high school students in Providence with 
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year-round opportunities to develop leadership capabilities, build knowledge about environmental health 


and justice, gain access to mentorship for applying to college, and engage in projects that have direct and 


tangible impacts in the community. Our work with neighborhoods, community partner organizations and 


state agencies to improve remediation efforts of contaminated sites has led to increased participation and 


coordination across various stakeholders. We have also provided a readily accessible way for the Brown 


undergraduate and graduate students to engage in supporting environmental justice community projects, 


while building core leadership skills. Finally, our work collaborating on environmental justice policy 


development with the DEM, our efforts to ensure access to healthy foods, and our work for healthy 


hospitals is providing leadership at the cutting edge of national efforts in this direction. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Community Environmental College summary 


report 


Pdf Yes Yes 


Community Envirionmental College brochure Pdf Yes Yes 


Community Engagement Core brochure Pdf Yes Yes 


Environmental Justice Curriculum Pdf Yes Yes 


Healthy Hospitals Rhode Island summary report Pdf Yes Yes 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 


Superfund Research Program 
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Community Mapping of Environmental Hazards and Barriers in an 


Immigrant Population 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Peggy Reynolds (Principal Investigator), Cancer Prevention Institute of California 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Thu Quach (Co-Investigator), Cancer Prevention Institute of California 


Julia Liou, Asian Health Services 


Lisa Fu, California Healthy Nail Salon Collaborative 


 


Brief Description: 


The purpose of the study was to identify and characterize neighborhood-level environmental hazards and 


health access barriers in the Vietnamese communities in California to inform efforts for addressing their 


health disparities. We accomplished this through three phases of data collection and analysis: 


 


Phase I - Focus Groups: We conducted a series of focus groups in four counties in California with a larger 


aggregation of the Vietnamese population. We conducted three focus groups by general age groups (i.e., 


young adults, adults and elderly) in Alameda County, Marin County, Orange County and Santa Clara County. 


Results from these focus groups informed the development of our next phase of data collection and 


analysis. 


 


Phase II - Community Audit Pilot Test: We developed a walking audit that included multiple components of 


data collection. First, we adapted a community audit survey on neighborhood accessibility for the aging 


population, incorporating additional environmental and neighborhood themes that emerged from the focus 


groups. In addition, community auditors wore GPS devices and real-time personal devices (Magee Scientific 


MicroAeth AE51) to monitor black carbon, which are mainly emitted from diesel engines. Using photovoice 


documentary methods, auditors also took pictures and noted perceived positive and negative aspects of 


their neighborhoods. We piloted this community audit data collection method with three Vietnamese 


community members. Results from the pilot helped to inform the revision of the community audit method. 


 


Phase III - Community Audit Implementation: We trained community agencies and community members to 


conduct community audits in their residential and work neighborhoods. We implemented this audit in the 


four counties (Alameda County, Marin County, Orange County and Santa Clara County). Auditors were 


assigned specific audit street segments (each being approximately one city block long) based on areas where 


they live and/or work. 66 Vietnamese community auditors conducted a total of 276 audit street segments, 


including 134 business (48.6%) and 142 residential (51.4%) segments. 
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Key Successes/Outcomes: 


We successfully engaged community members in collecting qualitative and quantitative environmental data 


on their local neighborhoods. Lessons learned include: 


 


1. Community collected data highlighted neighborhood-level aesthetics, safety, litter, traffic, 


road/sidewalk condition and air quality, which reflect major community concerns for environmental 


hazards. 


2. Comparisons between community-collected snapshot data to governmental monitoring data for 


traffic and black carbon help to inform how well secondary data can capture local environmental 


hazards. For example, community-collected black carbon data emphasized differences in 


environmental exposures at varying geographic scale and length and timing of measure. 


3. Based on preliminary results, community auditors helped to identify contributing factors, including 


reasons for graffiti as well as school buses and idling trucks for black carbon measure. 


4. Community auditors noted their participation helped increase their awareness around 


environmental hazards and have voiced interest in continuing these efforts. 


 


Additionally, we are exploring the use of this data collection method in the City of Oakland where one of our 


community partners is involved in city planning efforts to stop the city from placing an additional freeway 


ramp in the Oakland Chinatown area. The addition of a freeway ramp in that local area would significantly 


increase traffic, with implications on air quality as well as pedestrian safety (Oakland has a high elderly 


population in that area). Data previously collected from the project is being explored to inform these efforts. 


Additionally, we are working to engage local residents in the collection of black carbon data around the 


proposed area for the freeway ramp placement. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Focus Group Topic Guide (English and 


Vietnamese) 


Written open-ended survey 


questions 


Yes No 


Community Environmental Audit Survey (English 


and Vietnamese) 


Written Survey Yes No 


Photovoice Log Form (English and Vietnamese) Written log form Yes No 


Community Audit Training Manual (English and 


Vietnamese) 


Written manual for how to 


conduct a community audit 


Yes No 


Community Auditor Pre- and Post-Audit Surveys 


(English and Vietnamese) 


Written surveys Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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Community Outreach and Engagement Core 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Laura Liang, UMDNJ-School of Public Health 


Erin Caswell, UMDNJ-School of Public Health 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Fletcher Harper and Jamaal Reavis, GreenFaith 


 


Brief Description: 


The Community Outreach and Education Core (COEC) translates the Center for Environmental Exposure and 


Disease (CEED) research information into tools and resources for community stakeholders. The overall goals 


are to develop partnerships with community stakeholders to translate and disseminate Center research; 


enhance dialogue between community stakeholders and Center researchers regarding environmental 


health; increase awareness and understanding of environmental health research; and promote 


environmental health research as a career. COEC s target audience is the Community which is divided into 


three segments. Research Attentive are community members with a high level of interest on a particular 


environmental health issue due to their or a family member s disease. Research Interested are community 


members with a general interest in environmental health. Future Researchers includes science-oriented high 


school, undergraduate and graduate students who intend to pursue science. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Informal Research Discussions are a key activity of COEC. These sessions facilitate two-way communication 


between public stakeholders and researchers. Since 2008, there have been two discussion sessions about 


asthma/lung disease, three about Parkinson’s disease, three about breast cancer, and 10 involving faith-


based communities. The discussion sessions better inform the public stakeholders about research and 


scientists who conduct the research, as well as provide an opportunity for the scientists to learn, first-hand, 


about the interests of the public. COEC has successfully implemented this strategy with its partners to 


translate and disseminate relevant research to the Parkinson’s disease, breast cancer, asthma/lung disease 


and faith-based communities. The nearly 300 participating stakeholders valued the Discussions and would 


recommend them to others. As one participant noted, The interaction was very exciting and informative. 


The participating scientists and students also found the Discussions beneficial. As a scientist noted, The 


interaction between community and scientists improved knowledge both ways. 


 


COEC also hosts Research Field Trips for high school students each year. Field trips originally targeted high 


school students enrolled in the Research Methods elective at the Woodbridge Township School District. This 


Research Methods elective is a successful, authentic, three-year course for advanced science students in 


grades 10-12. The Research Methods students conduct independent research during the junior and senior 


years. Field trips are typically conducted during their sophomore year and serve as an introduction to 


environmental health research so that students may then select an environmental health research topic for 


their independent research. New this year, a field trip targeted to middle school students participating in a 
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Science Research Club/Class at the same school district was also conducted. During the field trips, students 


meet with scientists and tour research labs. 


 


The first COEC Peer Cluster Evaluation was held on March 25, 2010 at UMDNJ/Rutgers University. The Peer 


Cluster Evaluation was designed to assist COECs to examine their program evaluation technique by 


discussing current program evaluation methods and information obtained from prior efforts and generating 


information that will increase effectiveness of current program evaluation methods that will assist with 


determining progress towards achieving program stated goals. A Peer Cluster Evaluation site visit format 


was developed at this first site visit and was used again on October 24, 2011 by Columbia University’s COEC 


who hosted a Peer Cluster Evaluation site visit to examine and improve their evaluation methods. COECs at 


UMDNJ/Rutgers University, Columbia University, Johns Hopkins University and University of Pennsylvania 


have participated in these Peer Cluster Evaluation site visits. The COECs at Johns Hopkins University and 


University of Pennsylvania are expected to also host a site visit within the next two years. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Evaluation Forms paper Yes No 


Field Trip Agendas paper Yes No 


Peer Cluster Evaluation Agenda paper Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


EHS Core Centers 
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Community Outreach and Engagement Program, Southern California 


Environmental Health Sciences Center, University of Southern California 


Keck School of Medicine 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Andrea Hricko, COEC Director, Southern CA Environmental Health Sciences Center, Keck School of Medicine 


of USC, Los Angeles, CA  


ahricko@usc.edu 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


The Trade Health and Environment Project (THE Impact Project). 


Partners: 


- COEC at USC's Environmental Health Sciences Center 


- Urban and Environmental Policy Program (UEPI) at Occidental College 


- Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma 


- Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice 


- East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice, and  


- Communities for a Safe Environment. 


 


Brief Description: 


In 2005, our COEC was a key partner in forming a community-academic collaborative called The Trade, 


Health and Environment Project (or THE Impact Project). Over the past 5 years, THE Impact Project has been 


identified as a leading group in the U.S. focused on the issue of environmental health impacts from ports/rail 


yards/warehouses and truck-congested highways handling international trade coming into the U.S. THE 


Impact Project uses science-based information and community engagement to inform public policy decision-


making, encouraging healthy solutions for communities impacted by ports, rail yards, intermodal facilities, 


distribution centers, trucking routes and other goods movement expansion activities. One of its goals is to 


ensure that reducing health, environmental and community impacts becomes central to the transportation 


planning and policy process. THE Impact Project also seeks to shift the nature of the debate about ports and 


freight movement to elevate community voices in policy-making, while also using the science and policy 


work of the academic partners to strengthen those voices. In 2010 the USC Center's COEC & THE Impact 


Project held its second national meeting on the impacts of international trade on local communities in the 


U.S. That meeting had more than 600 attendees including residents from many port communities around 


the U.S., representatives of several other NIEHS Centers and COECs, and attendees all the way from 


Australia experiencing similar problems near ports. Attendees urged a more formal national network to 


allow sharing of information and strategies to reduce air pollution and other impacts around goods 


movement. In response, in January 2012, the USC Center's COEC and THE Impact Project organized a 


gathering with 45 attendees from CA, KS, MI, MS, NY/NJ, TX, and WA. A a steering committee is developing 
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a nationwide network governance structure. Also, The Kresge Foundation asked UEPI at Occidental College 


with the USC COEC to write a report on the national landscape of goods movement activities. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have adopted and are implementing a Clean Air Action Plan and a 


Clean Trucks Program, dedicated to significant reductions in diesel exhaust. The Clean Trucks Program will 


be fully implemented in 2012 and bans from the Ports all trucks that do not meet the 2007 Federal Clean 


Truck Emissions Standards. USC and members of THE Impact Project received a national EJ award from U.S. 


EPA for their efforts in bringing attention to the air pollution concerns and informing the Ports about 


environmental health issues, noting the role that these efforts played in having the Ports adopt these 


significant emission reduction programs. Without consistent efforts to inform decisionmakers about the 


Center's and other scientists' research results, the topic of adverse health impacts from port-related air 


pollution would not have played such a significant role in political and economic development discussions. 


Even Harbor Commissioners have given credit to USC and its partners for their role: "We know that air 


pollution causes serious health effects. Your Center’s work and that of others has convinced us that we need 


to act.” (Long Beach Harbor Commissioner Mario Cordero in 2008). 


 


The USC Center's COEC and 3 of THE Impact Project partners are involved on committees regarding 


expansion of the I-710 Freeway, an 18 mile long highway on which 30,000 trucks a day travel to and from 


the Ports. Of particular concern are near-roadway health effects, a research topic of many USC Center 


scientists. The USC COEC and its partners -- along with the L.A. County Public Health Department -- informed 


the involved agencies and policy makers of the value of Health Impact Assessments (HIA) as an addition to 


the regular environmental impact assessment. As a result, an HIA was conducted for the I-710 Project, the 


first HIA for such a large transportation infrastructure project in the U.S. 


 


With regard to rail yards, the USC Center's COEC and its community partners participated in 8 community 


meetings with the CA Air Resources Board aimed at developing strategies to reduce locomotive pollution. 


This work has led to mitigation plans to reduce diesel emissions at the yards. 


 


The main work of the USC COEC is translating the air pollution and health research findings of scientists from 


the Southern CA Environmental Health Sciences Center. There has been a remarkable change over 10 years 


in the recognition and acceptance by government agencies about adverse health effects of air pollution 


(including near-roadway and goods movement). One example: a 2002 report by the Southern CA Association 


of Governments on the impacts of international trade failed to include the word “health,” which the COEC 


pointed out in public comments. Subsequently, Center scientists and the COEC director testified numerous 


times before SCAG committees of staff and elected officials, and the COEC director and several community 


partners were appointed to the SCAG goods movement committee and also participated in discussions 


about the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The 2012 draft environmental review of SCAG's RTP has 


a full 9 pages about health effects of air pollution, including several pages with details about USC's near-


roadway research findings and its studies on the effects of air pollution on children's respiratory health. 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Trade, Health and Environment: Making the 


Case for Change 2009 Impact Accomplishments 


Report 


Report can be downloaded at 


www.TheImpactProject.org 


Yes Yes 


Video stories from the Moving Forward 


Together conference 


Videos are available at 


www.TheImpactProject.org 


Yes DVD submitted 


THE Impact Project Video Available at 


www.TheImpactProject.org 


Yes DVD submitted 


THE Impact Project digital stories. Videos are available at: 


www.TheImpactProject.org 


Yes DVD submitted 


Global Trade Impacts: Addressing the Health, 


Social, and Environmental Consequences of 


Moving International Freight Through Our 


Communities. Authors: Martha Matsuoka, 


Andrea Hricko, Robert Gottlieb and Juan deLara. 


March 2011. Funded by The Kresge Foun 


Available at 


www.TheImpactProject.org 


Yes Hard copy submitted 


THE Impact Project Policy Brief Series, 2012. (1) 


Driving Harm: Health and Community Impacts 


of Living near Truck Corridors; Importing Harm: 


U.S. Ports’ Impacts on Health and 


Communities; Tracking Harm: 


Health and Environmental 


Impacts of Rail Yards; St 


Available at 


www.TheImpactProject.org 


Yes Hard copies 


submitted. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


EHS Core Centers 


  







 


32   


Community Outreach and Translation Core (COTC) of the Columbia Center 


for Children's Environmental Health (CCCEH) 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


David Evans, COTC Co-Director at CCCEH 


Brennan Rhodes, COTC Program Coordinator at CCCEH 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Peggy Shepard, COTC Co-Director and Executive Director of WE ACT for Environmental Justice (WE ACT) 


Ogonnaya Dotson-Newman, Acting Director of Environmental Health at WE ACT 


 


Brief Description: 


The Columbia Center for Children's Environmental Health (CCCEH) is studying 725 African-American and 


Latino pregnant women and their children. The children’s health is monitored from birth through 


adolescence to assess the impact of exposures to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), chlorpyrifos, 


secondhand smoke, bisphenol-A (BPA), phthalates, polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs), and pest 


allergens. The Community Outreach and Translation Core (COTC) of (CCCEH) has three main strategies to 


engage CCCEH with our community: (1) work with our Community Advisory & Stakeholder Board (CASB) to 


ensure an open exchange of information and concerns about environmental health issues; (2) translation of 


CCCEH research findings; and (3) community outreach and engagement to disseminate our findings and 


address community concerns. COTC works together with our lead partner, WE ACT for Environmental Justice 


(WE ACT), and our CASB to ensure that our activities are culturally relevant and feasible for low-income 


mothers and communities of color. COTC, WE ACT, and our CASB collaborate to plan and carry out specific 


activities, which generally combine these strategies. A major activity is the Healthy Home, Healthy Child 


Initiative (HHHC) to educate community residents about environmental health through workshops and 


written materials we develop with CASB input. We present translated research findings in policy briefings for 


elected officials and policymakers, public testimony on pending legislation, and grand rounds and classroom 


presentations for health professionals. We host and take part in conferences and community outreach 


events. We have worked with WE ACT and other partners through the EPA CARE initiative to assess 


community environmental concerns and improve waste management practices. We have also carried out 


community-based research with the NYC Dept. of Health (DOHMH) and Housing Authority (NYCHA) to 


evaluate the effectiveness of IPM in public housing. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Testimony by CCCEH and WE ACT has helped the passage of laws that protect public health. CLEANER AIR: 


Findings on harmful effects of diesel soot helped pass (a) NYC local law 77 mandating use of ultra-low sulfur 


diesel fuel in MTA bus fleet, reducing tailpipe emissions by 95%, and (b) NYC #6 Heating Oil Phaseout 


regulation, requiring all NYC buildings to heat with cleaner #2 oil or gas by 2020. REDUCING ASTHMA 


TRIGGERS: Testimony about impact of indoor allergens on asthma led NYC to adopt the NYC Safe Housing 


Act, which mandated more stringent remediation requirements for landlords to reduce mold and vermin 
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infestation. FEWER PESTICIDES IN PUBLIC HOUSING: As a result of COTC research with DOHMH and NYCHA 


on IPM, NYCHA converted from spray pesticides to less harmful baits and gels. Then CCCEH research on 


harm from pesticides influenced NYC to pass Local Law 37 mandating use of integrated pest management 


(IPM) in public housing and schools. RESTRICTING USE OF ENDOCRINE DISRUPTING CHEMICALS: Testimony 


about CCCEH research on children’s exposure to endocrine disrupting chemicals helped pass two NY State 


laws eliminating BPA from plastic products used by children, as well as the use of chlorinated TRIS, a flame 


retardant in clothing and household furnishings. 


 


Research translation and dissemination of findings: In 2009, CCCEH and WE ACT held a conference on 


TRANSLATING SCIENCE TO POLICY for community groups and residents, policymakers and elected officials, 


and environmental health researchers. The conference presented CCCEH findings on air pollution and 


climate change, pesticides and IPM, and endocrine disrupters. Panel discussions focused the implications of 


these findings for public policy, including our finding that prenatal secondhand smoke exposure causes an 


estimated $99 million per year in early intervention services for developmental delays in newborns in NYC. 


Work with our CASB: We met five times in 2011 with our CASB to plan outreach initiatives. Working with 


CASB and WE ACT we planned and hosted the first of a series of community breakfast briefings to engage 


community groups, environmental organizations, elected officials and city agencies in dialogue about CCCEH 


findings and how to encourage policy reform to improve prevention. We also worked together on the 


development of a BPA tip sheet: CASB members hosted focus groups and reviewed draft materials, ensuring 


that it will reflect community perspectives. Finally, the CASB is working with COTC, WE ACT, and CCCEH 


researchers to redesign the HHHC initiative to focus less of specific chemical risks, and more on promoting 


healthy, protective habits. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Healthy Home, Healthy Child: Know Your 


Neighborhood & Know Your Kitchen (2011) 


Interactive Display  


English and Spanish 


Yes No 


HHHC:Protect Your Children from Pesticides 


(2010) 


Brochure  


English and Spanish 


Yes No 


HHHC: Protecting Your Children from Asthma--


What you can do! (2009) 


Newsletter 


English and Spanish 


Yes  


HHHC: Protecting Your Children from Mercury--


What you can do! (2007) 


Newsletter  


English and Spanish 


Yes  


HHHC: Protecting Your Children from Air 


Pollution--What you can do! (2005) 


Newsletter  


English and Spanish 


Yes  


HHHC: Protecting Your Children from 


Environmental Pollutants (2004) 


Newsletter  


English and Spanish 


Yes  


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Childrens Environmental Health Disease 


  







 


34   


Community-Academic Linkages to Build a National Network for 


Farmworker Research 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Sharon P. Cooper, PhD 


The University of Texas Health Science Center at Houston  


School of Public Health San Antonio Regional Campus (UTSPH-SARC) 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Sharon P. Cooper, PhD (Lead PI; UTSPH-SARC), Deborah del Junco, PhD, & Maria Fernandez, PhD (UTSPH); 


Bobbi Ryder (Multiple PI) & Sylvia Partida (National Center for Farmworker Health); Ed Hendrikson, PhD 


(Multiple PI, Salud Family Health Centers); Nick Heyer, PhD (Battelle); Eva Shipp, PhD (Texas A&M Health 


Science Center School of Rural Public Health) 


 


Brief Description: 


Farmworkers and their families suffer a disproportionate number of injuries and illnesses associated with 


their work and limited resources. To create previously unattainable and relevant research opportunities that 


focus on understanding and promoting both the general and the occupational health and safety of 


farmworkers, we are developing a community based research network. The network is based upon a 


consortium of existing Community and Migrant Health Centers (C/MHCs) and organized by the National 


Center for Farmworker Health in conjunction with The University of Texas School of Public Health and 


Battelle. Through this reciprocal and equitable community and academic partnership, we are building the 


necessary infrastructure for linkage of electronic medical records from network clinics to construct a 


research database and produce a Limited Dataset (HIPAA 45 CFR 164.514e). This effort, and all associated 


future research, will be guided by mutually engaged partners through a National Steering Committee and 


National Advisory Council, including farmworkers, healthcare providers, community and migrant health 


organizations, and academic researchers. Consequently, this project supports the patient centered medical 


home model because it provides a platform for evidence based medicine. It also assists C/MHCs to ensure 


meaningful use of their electronic medical records by increasing access to information for the purpose of 


providing high quality and efficient care. This network will be sustained by leveraging resources, including 


C/MHCs, academic health centers, and future funding opportunities from federal and other agencies that 


support improving farmworker health and reducing health disparities. This three-year project is in its second 


year. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 Obtained a Certificate of confidentiality from NIH-NIEHS. This is notable because NIH does not 


usually provide certificates of confidentiality to projects that do not involve informed consent. To 


our knowledge, our project is the first. 
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 Identified key partners and stakeholders who support the creation of a nationally representative 


database for farmworker health research and engaged them in the process of building needed 


project infrastructure. 


 Assembled the National Steering Committee; identified needed representatives for the National 


Advisory Committee; developed a procedure for working by consensus. 


 Received IRB approvals. 


 Engaged first pair of participating C/MHCs. 


 Developed a draft data use agreement and protocols governing use of the Limited Dataset for 


research. 


 Developed, with broad input, a list of data fields to be abstracted from the EMRs that will be tested 


to determine if this set of data fields captures sufficient details to conduct informative farmworker 


research. 


 Conducted first reciprocal research training session. 


 Refined plans for pilot testing the research database to include an assessment of the use of EMRs to 


collect occupational data. This is supportive of a national effort that is currently underway. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Data use agreements Word Document Yes To be uploaded 


List of required data fields from the EMRs. Word Document Yes To be uploaded 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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Dartmouth Toxic Metals Superfund Research Program 


Coastal and Marine Mercury Ecosystem Research Collaborative 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Celia Chen, PI, Research Translation Core, Dartmouth SRP 


Laurie Rardin, Research Translation Coordinator, Dartmouth SRP 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Robert Mason, University of CT 


Elsie Sunderland, Harvard University 


Rita Schoeny, US EPA 


Margaret Karagas, Dartmouth SRP  


David Evers, Biodiversity Research Institute 


 


Brief Description: 


C-MERC (www.c-merc.org) successfully fulfilled its goal of bringing together experts in marine mercury 


research and policy stakeholders to collaborate on a series of scientific papers on fate, cycling and uptake of 


mercury in ocean systems and human exposure to mercury world-wide. Two workshops were held, the 


second of which preceded a Dartmouth RTC sponsored C-MERC special session as part of the International 


Conference on Mercury as a Global Pollutant in Halifax, NS in July 2011. Nine ocean system and process 


papers were submitted to Environmental Research, many of which are provisionally accepted, and two on 


human health were submitted to EHP, both of which have been accepted. We have engaged stakeholders to 


partner with us for the development of translation products for the policy and lay communities including a 


short movie on Hg in the environment and a lay report. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


The papers, policy synthesis report and short video resulting from C-MERC will inform current international, 


national (U.S), and regional policy responses to mercury in the environment including the UNEP Binding 


Agreement on mecury, UNEP Fate and Transport Partnership, Mercury Monitoring Networks, USEPA’s 


Electrical Generating Unit Toxics Rule and other standards. The Dartmouth RTC has actively facilitated 


dialogue between stakeholders (governmental and non-governmental) and mercury scientists through the 


C-MERC invitational workshops with the goal of summarizing and synthesizing the large and emerging body 


of science on this issue. This work ranges from the sources of mercury in the environment to the effects of 


consuming methylmercury through seafood. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


C-MERC Policy Report (in progress) Report 24 pps yes Not yet 


Mercury Movie (in progress) DVD/video yes Not yet 


C-MERC Papers Peer-reviewed papers yes not yet 
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PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Educating African American Women in North Carolina about Basal-Like 


Breast Cancer 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Neasha Graves, BCERP Community Partner Coordinator, UNC Center for Environmental Health and 


Susceptibility 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Melissa Troester, Principal Investigator, UNC Gillings School of Global Public Health 


Liza Makowski, Co-Principal Investigator, UNC Gillings School of Global Public Health 


Kathleen Gray, UNC Center for Environmental Health and Susceptibility 


Neasha Graves, UNC Center for Environmental Health and Susceptibility 


Marlyn Allicock, UNC Gillings School of Global Public Health 


 


Brief Description: 


The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill’s Breast Cancer and the Environment Research Program 


(BCERP) is comprised of a team of researchers from the UNC Gillings School of Global Public Health and the 


Lineberger Comprehensive Cancer Center who are investigating obesity, pregnancy and other 


environmental influences upon susceptibility to basal-like breast cancer among young African American 


women. The BCERP Community Partner is assessing the breast cancer related educational needs of 


premenopausal African American women and the health care practitioners who serve them and developing 


educational materials that respond to these needs. The Community Partner is also pilot testing these 


materials with lay health advisors and convening a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) to facilitate 


bidirectional communication between researchers and lay audiences who are interested in breast cancer 


research. This work is supported in part by the Community Outreach and Engagement Core (COEC) in the 


UNC Center for Environmental Health and Susceptibility (CEHS). 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


The BCERP Community Partner has assembled an active CAC, with stakeholders from state and local public 


health agencies, media, advocacy groups, survivors and the African American community, to advise on 


effective strategies for reaching target audiences with public health messages. This team of fourteen meets 


periodically with UNC BCERP researchers and outreach staff to provide feedback on educational materials 


and strategies used to relay messages about breast cancer risk to women. Through a series of focus groups, 


conducted with 57 African American women ages 18 to 49, the BCERP Community Partner is learning about 


premenopausal African American women’s knowledge, attitudes and beliefs about breast cancer. 


Furthermore, interviews were conducted with 34 healthcare and public health professionals, to understand 


what they need to help them convey breast health and breast cancer information to women. We have also 


partnered with the Wake County Health and Human Services’ “Educate Our Women” program to pilot test 


educational materials with 22 lay health advisors. Evaluation results show that all of the participants gained 


knowledge about environmental influences on breast cancer risk, and over 85% indicated that they would 
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use the activities designed for low literacy audiences with their constituents, some of whom were Latino 


populations. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Breast Cancer and Environment Research Program 
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Environmental Determinants of Airway Disease in Children  


Denver Children's Environmental Health Center 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Lisa Cicutto 


Krysten Crews 


Stan Szefler 


National Jewish Health 


 


Brief Description: 


The priority of our Community Advisory Board is to target youth through schools by integrating air quality 


and health within the state’s curriculum. The overall goal is to prepare Colorado youth to become critical 


thinkers capable of making informed decisions and taking actions about their environment and health. To 


assist educators a resource of “best” lesson plans and supports was developed. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Several steps were completed to develop a resource of best materials based on solid evidence and current 


pedagogical principles. Since several resources exist, an additional purpose was to avoid duplication and 


reinvention of resources while simultaneously creating an accessible resource. Developmental steps 


included: performing a needs assessment and environmental scan, retrieving and reviewing existing 


resources to identify “best” lesson plans, blueprinting lesson plans to Colorado curriculum frameworks, and 


teacher reviewing and rating of the best available lesson plans. 


 


The initial search identified thousands of resources related to air, air quality/pollution and/or health. After 


additional refinement of search terms and initial review of identified resources, 21 programs consisting of 


192 resources underwent a second level review. This second level review was completed against identified 


criteria for a “best” resource as defined through the needs assessment and environmental scan. Examples of 


criteria used included: inquiry based, critical thinking development, easy to use, accuracy, and links air 


quality and health. Following the second level of review, 17 lesson plans were identified as ready to use, 39 


resources identified as needing additional work and 136 resources were identified as not useful. Of the 17 


ready to use lesson plans, 8 were suitable for 6th to 8th grades, 5 were suitable for K-5th grades and 4 were 


suitable for 9th-12th grades. The most common areas of foci for resources were air pollution in general and 


the Air Quality Index. The most common reasons for resources being identified as not useful were the lack of 


a link between air quality and health and the lack of an inquiry based framework. 


 


Several ready to use lesson plans exist for educators of grades K-12 to prepare future generations to make 


informed decisions and serve as environmental stewards related to air quality and health. To make these 


lesson plans and resources easily accessible to educators a website was developed to make these resources 


available. This one stop place for educators is known as Clean Air Projects (CAP)- Educational Resources 


Linking Air Quality and Health and is located at www.capk-12.org. Next steps include assessing the usability 







 


41   


of the website, working with local partners to provide continuing professional development opportunities 


related to teaching within an inquiry based and critical thinking paradigm, and collaborating with educators 


for implementation of resources. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Clean Air Projects (CAP) -Educational Resources 


Linking Air Quality and Health 


website Yes No, but hopefully it 


will be soon. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 
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Environmental Justice Workshop 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Lori Easterlin, Workshop Project Coordinator 


Katie Mikush, Workshop Project Assistant 


Gretchen Kroeger, Community Education Coordinator 


Charlotte Clark, RTC Director 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Johnson C. Smith University 


Mecklenberg County Public Schools (specific school TBD) 


City of Charlotte Community Organizations (TBD) 


 


Brief Description: 


The Duke SRP Research Translation Core is developing an intensive, week-long Environmental Justice 


Workshop to be piloted during the summer of 2012. The workshop is designed to provide minority college 


students attending Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), North Carolina public school 


educators, and community stakeholders with an introductory training on Superfund-related topics 


surrounding environmental justice. The goals of this workshop are as follows: 


 


 Recruit minorities into the field of environmental health; 


 Develop an environmental health/justice curriculum; 


 Establish partnerships between Duke University, HBCUs in North Carolina, and the stakeholders 


within those communities; communicate research within Duke’s SRC to a wide audience; and, 


 Form environmental health/justice networks across the state. 


 The format of the workshop will include multiple sessions focusing on an environmental justice topic 


– which in the pilot year of the workshop will be environmental justice and farmworkers – as well as 


field experiences. Furthermore, interdisciplinary educator teams from one school will meet to 


develop and draft an environmental curriculum for implementation within their school. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


We anticipate our outcomes will include the following: 


 Groups of students, educators, and community stakeholders returning for a second workshop, 


 An interdisciplinary environmental justice curriculum developed by teams of educators, 


 Increased interest in environmental health/justice among minority collegians and educators. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 


  







 


43   


Environmental Microbial and Mammalian Biomolecular Responses to AhR 


Ligands 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Brad L. Upham, Michigan State University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Kaminski, Norbert, Michigan State University 


Hasham, Syed A; Michigan State University 


Cole, James R., Michigan State University 


 


Brief Description: 


The Michigan State University (MSU) Superfund Research Program (SRP) center consists of seven research 


projects and five support cores (administrative, research translation, community engagement, 


computational modeling, and molecular analyses). The research theme for the MSU-SRP center is focused 


on the biochemical mechanisms of dioxin and dioxin-like compounds on human health effects and reducing 


human exposure to these environmental contaminants. The biomedical research components involve 


determining the effects of dioxin on the immune system, lipid metabolism in the liver, mitochondrial 


dysfunction, gut microbiome-host interactions, and the development of computational dose-response 


models on population variability. The non-biomedical projects involve the development of geosorbant 


matrices to slow or immobilize their movement in the environment, and the characterization of microbial 


systems capable of degrading dioxin and dioxin-like compounds. The Research Translation Core (RTC) plays 


an important role in bridging knowledge from the research and computational cores with the professional 


community. Bidirectional partnerships with the state of Michigan and the US EPA are vital components of 


this process. The RTC is also involved in organizing professional workshops, developing data repositories for 


molecular biologists, establishing educational programs for medical students, educating and assisting the 


research cores on technology transfer, patents and intellectual property rights, and assisting the Community 


Engagement Core in their bidirectional efforts in engaging our communities affected by dioxin and dioxin-


like. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


The RTC has been instrumental in: 


 Developing a “Molecular Biology Tools Repository”, which was designed to identify biodegradation 


genes and detecting biodegradative activity of microorganisms in their natural environment. 


 Assisted the computational core in organizing a workshop to train scientists, particularly SRP-


trainees, in computational systems biology. 


 Developing bidirectional partnerships with the Michigan departments of “Environmental Quality” 


and Agriculture. 


 Developing a bidirectional partnership with US EPA-region 5. 







 


44   


 Fostering a joint research effort between the State of Michigan and our research core determining 


environmental fate of dioxins in sediments. 


 Organizing workshops on the biomedical effects and environmental fate of dioxin and dioxin-like 


compounds. 


o Superfund symposium on “ Epigenetic toxicant-induced signal transduction and Altered Cell-


Cell Communication”, Oct. 17-29, 1999, Towsley Center, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 


Michigan. 


o Superfund workshop on “ The NAS and WHO on Dioxin-like compounds: International 


Implications and potential Impact”. Sept. 19th, 2007, Michigan State University. 


o Superfund Symposium: Dioxin Toxicity: Mechanisms, Models, & Potential Health Risks”. Oct. 


20-21, 2008, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mi. 


o Superfund conference, “Health Effects of Low Level Radiation Exposure”, Michigan State 


University, Sept. 30, 2008. 


o Superfund Workshop on “ Health Consequences from Xenobiotic-Gut Microbiome-Host 


Interactions”. Nov. 17-18, 2010. NIEHS campus, Research Triangle Park, N.C. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


• FGPipeline 


(http://fungene.cme.msu.edu/FunGenePipeline/ 


website yes no 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Ethical and Legal Challenges in Communicating Individual Biomonitoring 


and Personal Exposure Results to Study Participants: Guidance for 


Researchers and Institutional Review Boards 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Julia Brody, PI, Silent Spring Institute 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Phil Brown, Co-PI, Brown University 


Rachel Morello-Frosch, Co-PI, University of California - Berkeley 


Wendy Jacobs, Consultant, Harvard University 


Dianne Quigley, Consultant, Brown University 


Ruthann Rudel, Co-Investigator, Silent Spring Institute 


 


Brief Description: 


Biomonitoring and personal exposure data are an essential part of environmental health research, which 


can be used to track exposures and identify links to health. The values of community based participatory 


research (CBPR) encourage researchers to report these individual exposure results back to study participants 


and communities to build public trust, foster community action, and respect the autonomy of the research 


participants. However, newer technologies provide biomonitoring data on chemicals that are less familiar 


and do not have established health guidelines. For these emerging contaminants, uncertainty about the 


interpretation of personal exposure results raises questions about whether and how to responsibly and 


effectively report individual results to study participants. Our team, which includes researchers from Silent 


Spring Institute, Brown University, the University of California - Berkeley, and Harvard University, has had a 


pioneering role in expanding the discussion on report-back of personal exposure results, building 


partnerships between researchers and community based organizations, and integrating the values of CBPR 


into personal exposure research. Through this grant, we are investigating the experiences, values, and 


attitudes of study participants in four case studies in which participants chose to receive their individual 


results for chemicals. These four studies encompass government, academic, and advocacy research. We are 


also examining the perspectives of institutional review board (IRB) members, researchers, clinicians, and 


legal experts in focus groups and through legal research. This research will be used to develop and 


disseminate guidelines for ethical, effective, and logistically feasible report-back protocols for reporting 


personal exposure results to participants when the health implications are unclear and the effectiveness of 


exposure reduction strategies is uncertain. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


1. Our project team hosted a workshop at Harvard Law School in September 2010 that brought 


together forty-four ethicists, environmental health researchers, lawyers, clinicians, study 


participants, health advocates, IRB officials and others to discuss the ethical and legal issues related 
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to reporting individual results to participants in biomonitoring and personal exposure studies. A 


manuscript reporting workshop findings is in preparation. 


2. Based on legal research conducted under this grant, we produced a white paper that was presented 


during the report-back workshop. Preliminary findings suggest that it is unlikely that household 


exposure study participants would be required by law to disclose results, but poorly defined terms 


and lack of precedent might lead to different interpretations in the future. The paper, which is being 


prepared for publication, concluded that informed consent procedures should alert participants to 


potential legal obligations and new legal protections may also be needed in the future. 


3. Our PI Julia Brody moderated a panel on the ethical and legal issues involved in reporting individual 


exposure results at the AAS Annual Meeting (Feb. 2011). The panel included CO-PI Rachel Morello-


Frosch, Sharyle Patton, Director of the Biomonitoring Resource Center at Commonweal, and Gwen 


Collman, Director of the NIEHS Division of Extramural Research & Training. 


4. Co-PI Morello-Frosch presented at the Scientific Guidance Panel of the California Biomonitoring 


Program in April 2011. She is working with the Chemicals in Our Bodies pilot study of the California 


Biomonitoring Program to conduct usability testing for reporting on over 100 chemicals of interest 


found in blood and urine samples from California mothers and their babies. 


5. Our team has advised several other biomonitoring and personal exposure studies in building 


community collaborations, working with IRBs, and reporting exposure results. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, 


Factsheet, DVD/Video, 


Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the 


PEPH Resource 


Center? 


"Legal Implications of Reporting 


Household Exposure Study Results to 


Participants" 


White paper preparing for publication  


"Measuring the Success of 


Community Science: The Northern 


California Household Exposure 


Study" 


Journal article in press, Environmental Health Perspectives  


"Institutional review board 


challenges related to community-


based participatory research on 


human exposure to environmental 


toxins: A case study" 


Journal article http://www.ehjournal.net/content/pdf/1476-


069x-9-39.pdf 


 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research Ethics 
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From Advancing Science to Ensuring Prevention (FASTEP) Alliance;  


Pregnancy Exposures to Environmental Contaminants Formative Center 


(PEEC) 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Jessica Trowbridge, MPH 


University of California San Francisco, Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology, Program on Reproductive 


Health and the Envrionment 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Tracey J. Woodruff PhD (PI) - University of California San Francisco 


Naomi Stotland MD- University of California San Francisco 


Patrice Sutton, MPH - University of California San Francisco 


FASTEP alliance- University of California San Francisco 


 


Brief Description: 


The Goal of the Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment (PRHE), a program of the University 


of California San Francisco, and the Pregnancy Exposures to Environmental Contaminants Formative Center 


is to promote healthier environments for human development, the foundation for future child and adult 


health, through prevention of harmful exposures to environmental chemicals. 


 


To this end, in 2007 PRHE formed and continues to lead the From Advancing Science to Ensuring Prevention 


(FASTEP) Alliance, a multi-disciplinary group of clinical and scientific experts and advocates in the fields of 


reproductive, occupational, environmental and pediatric medicine, public health, and toxicology 


representing academic, governmental and non-governmental organizations. The goal of the FASTEP Alliance 


is to secure each and everyone’s right to optimal reproductive health by fostering environments that 


prevent exposure to potential reproductive toxicants and provides the nutritive and social sustenance 


necessary for healthy pregnancies, children, adults, and future generations. See: 


http://prhe.ucsf.edu/prhe/clinical/index.html#fastep 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 Engaged key leaders in the field of reproductive health, including the American Congress of 


Obstetricians and Gynecology; 


 Developed and published the Navigation Guide, the first methodology to translate environmental 


health science into practical recommendations for prevention using an evidence-based medicine 


framework; 


 Partnered with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to apply the Navigation Guide to a 


case study of the relationship between perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and fetal growth to establish 


“proof of concept” of the methodology; 
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 Disseminated the science linking toxic chemicals to reproductive and developmental health widely 


in clinical and policy spheres. To reach reproductive health professionals, their institutions, patients, 


and decision-makers, we authored four peer-reviewed articles, three textbook chapters, and a white 


paper targeted to obstetricians and gynecologists that translate reproductive environmental health 


science into clinical guidance and policy recommendations (see materials below for select 


publications) developed and disseminated 3 patient centered brochures and a clinician's white 


paper; and made scores of presentations; and 


 Gathered the first empirical evidence about the knowledge, attitudes and practices of obstetricians 


across the U.S. regarding environmental toxics. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Reproductive health and the industrialized food 


system: A point of intervention for health policy 


Academic Journal yes no 


Reproductive environmental health, in Current 


Opinions in ObGyn 


Academic Journal yes no 


Toxic Matters low literacy English and Spanish Brochure yes no 


Work matters brochure brochure yes no 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 


Formative Center 
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GC-HARMS: Gulf Coast Health Alliance: Health Risks Related to the Macondo 


Spill 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Kees Elferink, PhD 


Sharon Croisant, PhD 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston, University of Pennsylvania, Louisiana State University 


Health Sciences Center, Louisiana State University, Texas A&M at Galveston, Louisiana Environmental Action 


Network (Baton Rouge, LA), Center for Environmental & Economic Justice (Gulfport, MS), Mississippi 


Coalition for Vietnamese-American Fisherfolk & Families (Gulfport, MS), United Houma Nation (Houma, LA), 


South Bay Communities Alliance (Coden, AL), Zion Travelers Cooperative Center (Phoenix, LA), Bayou 


Interfaith Shared Community Organizing (Terrebonne/Lafourche/Jefferson Parishes, LA) 


 


Brief Description: 


The University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston (UTMB) became involved in the early response to the 


Deepwater Horizon explosion and subsequent oil spill largely due to ongoing relationships established with 


coastal communities on various projects in the aftermaths of Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Ike. A series of 


meetings with over two dozen community groups in the early days of the spill already revealed deep 


concerns over the lack of knowledge regarding the safety of petrogenic polycyclic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in 


the oil, its disposition due to the use of dispersants, and persistent uncertainty over their long-term effects 


on the food web and their human health effects. This is clearly magnified by the fact that many coastal 


families not only subsist on Gulf seafood but also rely on its harvest for financial support. These concerns 


drove development of a consortium and subsequently, a U19 proposal utilizing a Community-Based 


Participatory Research approach focused upon gaining an understanding of the long-term health effects 


attributable to the Gulf oil spill. Our study, which was recently funded by NIEHS, will concentrate on the 


contamination of Gulf finfish and shellfish and the potential health effects in humans consuming tainted 


seafood. 


 


The overall theme of the GC-HARMS consortium is to understand and communicate the human health risks 


of exposure to potentially hazardous food-borne petrogenic PAH. Our goals developed in collaboration with 


our community partners are to, 1) assess PAH contamination of Gulf seafood caught by the subsistence 


fishing communities for personal consumption and commercial sale, 2) determine the toxicity of petrogenic 


PAH, 3) evaluate exposure and health outcomes in a longitudinal study involving the community partners 


measuring multiple stressor biomarkers, and 4) disseminate the findings to our community stakeholders. 


Our program overall seeks to address the impact of the DWH Disaster on health, illness, and quality of life 


for the general population residing in the Gulf Coast region, and compile the scientific evidence needed to 


strengthen the resiliency of vulnerable populations along the Gulf Coast, enabling them to prepare for and 


recover from the effects of the man-made (e.g., oil spill) and natural (e.g., hurricanes) disasters. Our interest 
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in ascertaining the current and future safety of the seafood upon which the coastal fishing communities rely 


directly addresses the issue of community vulnerability and resiliency following the DWH Disaster. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


The impacts of the GC-HARMS consortium begin with the project’s inception. As a Community-Based 


Participatory Research (CBPR) project, the process itself represents the ethos of translational and 


transformational science as the study foci emerged from concerns of the study communities themselves, 


generating a project that began at the “curbside,” has since led to development of both basic and clinical 


science research projects, results of which will be used to drive dissemination of information as well as 


community-based interventions. 


 


From the community-identified issues to the multi-disciplinary, multi-institutional basic and clinical 


investigator team, the birth and development of this study is rooted firmly in bidirectional communication 


among communities, clinicians, and researchers. Noteworthy impacts include: 


 


 Community members shaped the issues that are to be addressed by the research and their 


involvement continues as team members from initial sample collection to communication of the 


results. 


 Community input has transformed the study design: 


o community organizations have aided the research team by locating local fishermen who will 


be trained to do the sampling, from the commercial catches to the by-catch, which they 


frequently consume. 


o Community partners are looking at the way seafood is distributed in these subsistence 


communities, which is frequently by barter, often through extended families. 


 The multi-disciplinary team includes three universities and three community organizations spanning 


the Gulf Coast. 


 Also noteworthy is the collaboration between the NIEHS Center in Environmental Toxicology at 


UTMB and the Center of Excellence in Environmental Toxicology at the University of Pennsylvania. 


Both Centers bring essential expertise and resources that make the GC-HARMS research objectives 


possible. 


 Petrogenic PAHs that will be measured have not been examined much to date from a toxicological 


or human health perspective and will contribute to research findings but potentially inform seafood 


consumption regionally resulting in a broad, varied communication strategy targeting multiple 


audiences. 


 In response to the concerns of the community, the investigation includes a study of the psychosocial 


fallout from spill. 


 Equally important, translation reaches beyond potential negative impacts: researchers will also 


evaluate the resilience of the study communities, seeking factors that have helped or hindered their 


responses to the oil spill and the series of Gulf Coast hurricanes that preceded it and looking for 


ways to improve resilience in the face of possible future natural or man-made disasters. 
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 Finally, GC-HARMS includes an outreach component aimed at informing Gulf Coast communities of 


its discoveries and other relevant health-related research. In all, seven Gulf Coast organizations are 


key partners in translating study findings to the affected communities through a variety of channels, 


across the region. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


To be developed: outreach materials, fish 


consumption guideline based 


upon data, videos, PSAs, etc. 


Yes  


 


PEPH Program(s): 


EHS Core Centers 


U19 
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Green Cleaning: Exposure Characterization and Adoption Process Among 


Custodians 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Tim Morse, Ph.D., CPE, Professor (tmorse@uchc.edu) 


Occupational Health Center and Dept. of Community Medicine 


UConn Health Center 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Tim Morse, PhD, CPE University of Connecticut Health Center 


Nancy Simcox, MS, University of Washington 


Sara Wakai, PhD, University of Connecticut Health Center 


Paula Schenck, MPH, University of Connecticut Health Center 


Loyola Welsh, JD, Connecticut Employees Union Independent 


Jeff Janusonis, Connecticut Council on Occupational Safety and Health 


 


Brief Description: 


The purpose of the study is to find ways workers and workplaces choose to adopt cleaning products that 


have lower health and environmental impact, and what obstacles they face in shifting over to using them. 


The study is investigating how frequently custodians develop asthma and skin disorders, which might be 


linked to cleaners, and what the current exposures to a group of specific chemicals (phthalates) found in 


current cleaning and household products might be in custodians. The study is a collaborative approach that 


helps to link community partners and UCHC researchers in identifying and developing solutions to problems 


in work health and safety. Information from this study will be used to develop a best-practices training 


program to increase the proper use of safer alternatives to cleaning chemicals. The study is funded by a 


federal grant from the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). 


 


Participants for this study were state and contract workers from six state agencies. The research team held 


10 focus groups with 64 participants, including three for English as a Second Language (ESL) custodians and 


one with facilities and occupational health staff. Data were transcribed and analyzed using Atlas TI 


qualitative analysis software. Key themes included feedback mechanisms for the use of green cleaners, 


training, safety awareness, equipment/dilution, disinfectant use, health effects, language issues, work 


related pressure to do a job well, and use of cleaners. In addition, 327 state and contract employees who 


use cleaners completed the Green Cleaning and Health Survey, an anonymous survey focusing on workers’ 


work, health, cleaners used, cleaning tasks, and satisfaction with cleaning products. Collection of urine 


specimens in relation to phthalate bio-burden is complete with 68 participants. Collection consisted of 4 


specimens distributed pre- and post-shift based on protocols developed with collaborators at Harvard 


University. 
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Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Key successes and outcomes of this study include: 


1. Development of an advisory board consisting of chief stewards. The board meets monthly and 


members help build a partnership between the academic/research and union components of the 


project. 


2. Development of best practices for green cleaning animal care labs 


3. Development of best practices for green cleaning kitchens 


4. Consultation for workers and administration at one state agency to assist in transitioning to green 


cleaners. Offered training on products, equipment and methods to improve the effectiveness of 


green cleaners. 


5. Organized annual meetings for academic, union, workers and community partners to provide 


project update, and design next phases of project. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Green Cleaning Poster Poster Yes No 


http://oehc.uchc.edu/greencleaning.asp website Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research to Action 
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Hazardous Materials Worker Health and Safety Training (U45) Cooperative 


Agreement 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Audrey Gotsch, DrPH, MCHES, UMDNJ-School of Public Health (gotschar@umdnj.edu) 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Mitchel Rosen, MS, and Koshy Koshy, PhD, Office Of Public Health Practice, UMDNJ-School of Public Health 


Paul Kostyniak, PhD, and Joseph Syracuse, PhD, Toxicology Research Center, University at Buffalo 


Javier Saracho, MSEd, Institute of Environmental Education, School of Environmental Affairs, Universidad 


Metropolitana 


Joel Shufro, PhD, New York Committee on Occupational Safety and Health 


Jack Caravanos, DrPH, CIH, and Andrew Burgie, MS, Center for Occupational and Environmental Health, 


CUNY School of Public Health at Hunter College 


Donald Killinger, MS, New York City District Council of Carpenters 


Theodore Cashel, Hazmat Response Unit, Special Operations Section, New Jersey State Police 


 


Brief Description: 


Established in 1987, the NJ/NY Hazardous Materials Worker Training Center (NJ/NY Center) is supported by 


Award Number U45ES006179 from the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences. The long-term 


goal of the NJ/NY Center is to prevent work related injuries and disease due to the potential hazards and 


exposures that may occur during hazardous waste operations and emergency response. To achieve this goal, 


the NJ/NY Center provides hands-on training for workers that will enable them to protect themselves and 


their communities during hazardous waste operations and emergency response and to also understand their 


worker rights while working in the hazardous materials industry. The Center members have developed 


model worker safety and health training programs and currently deliver training in three program areas: the 


Hazardous Waste Worker Training Program that is designed for workers engaged in hazardous waste 


removal, containment or chemical emergency response; the Minority Worker Training Program that 


provides training for disadvantaged minority youth to prepare them for employment opportunities in 


environmental restoration and hazardous materials; and the Hazmat Disaster Preparedness Training 


Program to increase the number of workers who are prepared to respond to future terrorist attacks and 


natural disasters. With Center members based in New Jersey, New York and Puerto Rico, the Center has 


developed a network of collaborators to meet the training needs of a broad range of public and private 


sector workers in this Region, both union and non-union employes, that includes clean-up workers, 


emergency responders, transportation workers, and healthcare workers. The Center also provides job 


training skills to un- or under-employed individuals. While the primary focus of the Center is to provide 


training for workers in Region II, each Center member also provides training outside of this Region when 


requested. All training programs are grounded in 29 CFR 1910.120, meeting the requirements of each 


training section of the hazardous waste and emergency response requirements. The training programs are 


also consistent with the occupational safety and health objectives of Healthy People 2020 to reduce deaths 
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from work-related injuries and to reduce nonfatal work-related injuries. Copies of training curricula are 


available online through the National Clearinghouse for Worker Safety and Health Training at: 


http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/public/. The Center also receives outstanding support from a 15-member 


Advisory Board, chaired by Dr. Bernard D. Goldstein, that includes representatives of unions, government, 


academia, community-based organizations and the hazardous waste industry. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Although the hazardous materials industry in Region II is actively conducting clean-up, transportation, 


treatment, storage and disposal operations, Region II still has numerous hazardous waste sites where 


cleanup is either planned or in progress. To prepare workers for employment to address these issues, the 


NJ/NY Hazardous Materials Worker Training Center has provided hazardous materials training courses to 


over 350,000 workers since 1987. Following participation in the training program, the Center has 


documented that its trainees have utilized their new skills to ensure that they remain safe while working. 


During key informant interviews, workers have identified that the training received through the Center 


provided valuable skills that enabled them to work safely at their job sites. Through the interviews, workers 


have identified that the ability to recognize and control hazards at their work site was the most important 


information obtained during the training. Additionally, they stated that the hands-on training with personal 


protective equipment enabled them to make essential decisions when selecting the appropriate level of 


protection on the job. The training also enabled them to locate jobs in the environmental industry. For 


example, following participation in the 16-week Minority Worker Training Program, 80% of the trainees 


have consistently secured employment with many of the graduates receiving salaries above $24/hour. The 


Center has also been effective in identifying and securing funding from other sources to increase the 


number of trainees who could be sponsored by the Center to participate in the Minority Worker Training 


Program. In addition, the Minority Worker Training Program at this Center was recently cited in a report by 


the Aspen Institute, one of the leading think tanks on workforce development, as a model program for 


construction training serving disadvantaged communities. 


 


The NJ/NY Center actively pursues opportunities to meet the training needs of workers throughout Region 


II. With training providers in New Jersey, New York City, Western New York, and Puerto Rico, the Center 


members offer training opportunities that are tailored to address local health and safety concerns and are 


accessible to employees. Additionally, through extensive outreach efforts the Center reaches multiple 


sectors of the Region's workforce, including public and private sector employees as well as union and non-


union employees. 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, 


Factsheet, DVD/Video, 


Website, etc.) 


Willing to 


share? 


Product in the PEPH Resource Center? 


Hazardous Waste Worker Training 


Curricula 


30 Manuals Yes All Manuals are Available at the 


National Clearinghouse Website at: 


http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/public/. 


Minority Worker Training Curricula 3 Manuals Yes All Manuals are Available at the 


National Clearinghouse Website at: 


http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/public/. 


Hazmat Disaster Preparedness Training 


Curricula 


5 Manuals Yes All Manuals are Available at the 


National Clearinghouse Website at: 


http://tools.niehs.nih.gov/wetp/public/. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Worker Education and Training Program 
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Impact of Traffic-Related Particles on Asthma for Students in an Urban 


School District 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Patrick Ryan, Cincinnati Children's Hospital Medical Center 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Cynthia Eghbalnia, Cincinnati Public Schools 


Ken Sharkey, Cincinnati Health Department 


 


Brief Description: 


The objectives of this project are to: 1)Determine if children are exposed to increased levels of traffic-related 


particulate matter (PM) (including ultrafine particles and diesel-related elements) at school compared to 


ambient levels in the communities where the children reside, 2) Develop and implement a community-


driven Anti-Idling Campaign aimed at reducing children’s exposure to traffic-related air pollution during 


school hours, and 3) Evaluate the effectiveness of the research partnership and community-driven Anti-


Idling Campaign by assessing the reduction of exposure at schools and the impact on the health of children 


with asthma who attend these schools. The partnership forged between researchers at Cincinnati Children's 


Hospital Medical Center / University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati Health Department (CHD), and the Cincinnati 


Public Schools (CPS) has made our over-arching goals possible, and together we have executed data 


collection including ambient air monitoring, subject recruitment, medical assessments, and extensive 


community outreach including a community-led anti-idling campaign developed and implemented with the 


goal of reducing children’s exposure to traffic-related air pollution during school hours. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Completed pre and post intervention ambient air monitoring at four participating schools and communities 


 Established baseline pre-intervention air quality at schools and communities 


 Identified elevated concentrations of traffic related particles at school with greatest number of 


buses compared to community site 


 Found outdoor air quality at schools to be associated with school bus traffic 


 Post anti-idling campaign, particles associated with diesel exhaust were significantly reduced at 


school with greatest number of buses 


 Enrolled cohort of asthmatic children attending participating schools 


 Completed pre and post intervention health assessments on participating children 


 Established baseline pre-intervention health status of enrolled children 


  Anti-idling campaign 


 Educational program for school bus drivers including development of exposure scenario and anti-


idling video 


 397 bus drivers signed anti-idling pledge 


 Teacher, parent, student education including school-wide air quality assemblies, parent pledge drive 
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 21%-42% of pledge cards returned by parents school-wide in participating schools 


 Monitoring of school bus idling demonstrated significant reduction in idling time after campaign 


(avg. 397 seconds reduced to 78 seconds) 


 Online training video developed and viewed by approximately 300 CPS administrators and staff 


 Significant improvement in idling knowledge post video 


 Modified policy language to further reduce idling in CPS bus loading/unloading areas 


 


Educational Materials 


 Indoor Environmental Quality Plan developed and implemented 


 Web site development for resources and sustainability 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


School bus driver video Video yes  


School bus driver Power point with voice over Power point/voice over yes  


Pre and post tests for school bus drivers Word document yes Can be linked 


Campaign Templates (i.e., information 


brochures, school instructions, monitoring 


packets, etc) 


Word Document yes Can be linked 


Cincinnati Anti-Idling Campaign (CAIC) Video Video Yes Can be linked 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research to Action 
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Improving Risk Communication To Women Enrolled in a Birth Cohort Study 


of Well Water Users in New Hampshire 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Vicki Sayarath, MPH, RD, Dartmouth Medical School 


Carolyn Murray, MD, MPH, The Dartmouth Institute for Health Policy and Clinical Practice (TDI) and 


Dartmouth Medical School 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Dartmouth Hitchcock Medical Center and Concord Hospital affiliated Obstetrical practices 


New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services 


 


Brief Description: 


The State of New Hampshire is a rural state where 40% of the population rely on private wells for their 


primary source of drinking water. About 1 in 5 to 10 wells drilled in New Hampshire have been found to 


contain naturally occurring arsenic (As) at or above the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 parts 


per billion (ppb). We are evaluating the current risk communication materials provided to pregnant women, 


ages 18-45 years, enrolled in a birth cohort study in New Hampshire (The New Hampshire Birth Cohort Study 


- NHBCS). These materials are taken from existing informational publications from the NH Department of 


Environmental Services and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and are included 


along with the results of well water testing conducted as part of the study. These results specify the level of 


As found in each woman's well water sample. The materials explain how the levels compare with the 


national level of 10 ppb and provide information about risk reduction measures, such as installation of 


filtration systems. Approximately 15% of Birth Cohort participants have well water As levels that exceed the 


EPA MCL, but we do not know how participants have responded to the information about these findings and 


what they have done in terms of addressing their As exposure. 


 


Our goals for this project are to: 1) determine what actions, if any, did current birth cohort members with 


elevated As in their wells pursue to reduce exposure to As; 2) to identify the environmental risk information 


needs and preferred information channels of NHBCS participants take in response to the current risk 


information provided; 3) use this information to improve the quality of exposure risk information provided 


to study participants; and 4) evaluate the effectiveness of revised risk information as reflected in 


participants' subsequent actions to reduce exposure to well water arsenic. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Our anticipated successes and outcomes for this project are to: 


1. better understand responses of our study participants to existing risk communication materials 


related to As in well water; 


2. engage participants in the development of effective risk communication materials 
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3. learn what risk communication strategies are most effective in promoting risk reduction 


behaviors/measures to reduce exposure to well water arsenic in a population of women of child-


bearing age. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


To be developed To be determined Yes Will submit once 


developed 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 
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Integrating Environmental Health-Based Biotechnology into STEM 


Teaching 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Mary O. Dereski, Ph.D. 


Associate Professor 


Institute of Environmental Health Sciences 


Department of Family Medicine and Public Health Sciences 


Wayne State University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Nonye Alozie, Ph.D. 


Institute of Environmental Health Sciences 


David Grueber, Ph.D. 


College of Education 


Wayne State University 


 


Brief Description: 


Two Environmental Health-Based Biotechnology STEM Summer Institutes (2010 and 2011) were given to 


teachers from the metropolitan Detroit area. In addition, biotechnology techniques and environmental 


health topics were integrated into two secondary education methods classes and a special topics class 


through the College of Education at Wayne State University. All teachers enrolled in these classes received 


an introduction to environmental health and to toxicants of major concern to the community in the 


surrounding geographic area (air pollution, soil contamination, lead poisoning, asthma triggers, etc.). 


Teachers were subsequently supported in their classrooms through purchase of biotechnology kits, small 


equipment loans, and staff support for ongoing school-based projects. Evaluation of the funded programs 


was carried out by the Wayne State University Center for Urban Studies, and continues currently through 


surveys sent to teachers who were enrolled in the various offerings. A supplement to the ARRA STEM grant 


was awarded and has been utilized to offer an independent study course to previously enrolled teachers and 


to assist and support connection of their students to community-based environmental stewardship projects. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Teachers have been successful in integrating environmental health topics and biotechnology techniques into 


their classrooms. A few of the teachers and their students currently have begun to connect with community 


groups as well as city or township boards to express their environmental health concerns and to determine 


what if any changes can be made in the community. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant  
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Integrating Well Water Testing Recommendations into Rural Primary Care 


Practices in Northern New England 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Carolyn Murray, MD, MPH 


The Dartmouth Institute for Health Policy and Clinical Practice and Dartmouth Medical School 


Vicki Sayareth, MPH, RD 


Dartmouth Medical School 


Margaret Karagas, PhD 


Dartmouth Medical School 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Ardis Olson, MD 


Research Director, Dartmouth Primary Care Research Cooperative (Dartmouth CO-OP) 


New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services 


 


Brief Description: 


Public health departments and health care professional societies such as the American Academy of 


Pediatrics (AAP) recommend regular periodic well water testing for pathogens, chemicals and other 


contaminants to ensure the safety of drinking water but these recommendations are not routinely 


integrated into preventive health care services. In the northern New England states of New Hampshire, 


Vermont and Maine, residents that rely on private, unregulated water systems account for 30- 44% of the 


population. This same geographic area is known to have naturally occurring arsenic (As) levels in 


groundwater that can exceed the current EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for drinking water of 10 


parts per billion (PPB) in 10- 20% or more of wells, with significant geographic differences in these levels. 


While As is a known carcinogen, research is emerging about other health potential health effects, to which 


fetuses and children could be at greater risk. By partnering with a well established regional network of 


primary care practices, mostly located in rural communities with higher than average numbers of well water 


users, this project aims to: 


 


1. integrate screening questions related to water source into the health care visit to identify patients 


who use private wells and have not had recent comprehensive water quality assessment; 


2. provide patient education about the health risks of well water contamination with an emphasis on 


arsenic, because of the regional significance of this contaminant; 


3. develop well water testing resources that primary care practices can use to increase the 


convenience of well water testing for their patients; 


4. provide appropriate educational resources and guidance to health care providers to increase their 


confidence in providing risk communication to their patients related to their patient's well water 


test results. 
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Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Our anticipated outcomes are: 


1. Demonstrate an increase in well water testing rates consistent with current public health and clinical 


guidelines. 


2. Demonstrate increased health care provider knowledge of important health implications related to 


well water, in particular those related to arsenic, 


3. Develop a replicable system for integrating well water testing into primary care health care settings. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 
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Local Health Impacts of Land Application of Sewage Sludge 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Steven B. Wing, University of North Carolina, Department of Epidemiology 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Michael Aitken, UNC, Environmental Sciences & Engineering 


Gary Grant, Concerned Citizens of Tillery 


Rob Hale, Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences 


David Leith, UNC, Environmental Sciences & Engineering 


Stephen Marshall, UNC, Epidemiology 


Marc Serre, UNC, Environmental Sciences & Engineering 


 


Brief Description: 


The goal of this community-based participatory research is to 1) measure air pollution and document odors 


in communities where treated sewage sludge from municipal waste water treatment plants is permitted to 


be spread on farmland, and 2) to examine whether exposure to sewage sludge affects the health of 


neighbors living within one mile of the sewage sludge land application sites. 


 


To achieve our research goals, we used a cross-sectional door-to-door interviewer administered survey 


design. We recruited residents living near fields where sludges have been land-applied and residents living in 


similar rural areas where there has been no land application of sludge. The frequency of symptoms reported 


during the six months prior to the interview will be compared in the two groups. In addition, exposures of 


residents in areas where sludge has been applied recently will be quantified using information on distances 


from the application sites, wind speed and direction, quantities of sludge applied, and assessment of local 


vegetation for presence of marker analytes. 


 


Supplemental to the cross-sectional survey and exposure assessment, we conducted in-depth semi-


structured interviews with 34 individuals living within approximately one mile of sewage sludge land 


application sites in North Carolina, South Carolina and Virginia. These interviews provided detailed 


information about people’s perceptions of the impact of sewage sludge on health and quality of life. The 


interview results also aided the development of the cross-sectional survey questionnaire. 


 


There is also a community education and awareness component to our project. This includes a series of 


environmental health and justice meetings with communities where permitted sludge applications fields are 


located in North Carolina. These meetings are being organized among communities with whom the 


Concerned Citizens of Tillery (research partners) work to address a variety of environmental justice issues. 


We have developed an informational brochure to share at each community meeting. In addition, we prepare 


and present a map of permitted sludge application fields for each community, show educational videos, and 


discuss the issues. 
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Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Analysis of the cross-sectional and exposure data is ongoing and it is unknown yet what the impacts may be. 


We published a paper critiquing the suitability of North Carolina state records for evaluating health impacts 


of sewage sludge. This paper was based on our experience collecting information from North Carolina state 


land application records to inform our research designs, data collection plans and analyses. It is our hope 


that the paper will prepare researchers for some of the difficulties of conducting epidemiological studies 


around sewage sludge application sites, and perhaps encourage the state to fill in the information gaps so 


that researchers can achieve more rigorous and informative health investigations related to sewage sludge 


exposure. (Keil A, Wing S, Lowman A. Suitability of public records for evaluating health effects of treated 


sewage sludge in North Carolina. NC Med J. 2011 Mar-Apr;72(2):98-104.) 


 


We are preparing a manuscript for publication of the results of in-depth interviews with 34 individuals who 


live near sewage sludge application sites. We hope community members will be able to use this publication 


to educate local leaders about the health and environmental impacts of sewage sludge. Many neighbors of 


sludge application sites spoke about land application and the behavior of some sludge industry and 


governmental officials as an environmental injustice. A central aim of the paper is to discuss land application 


in the broader context of environmental justice. The article summarizes respondents' ideas for a more just 


land application practice, based on years of experience with land application in their neighborhoods. Public 


health officials and policy makers may consider respondents' ideas and adapt land application policies and 


regulatory practices to be more mindful of neighbors, and more protective of the surrounding environment. 


Furthermore, qualitative research is of increasing interest in environmental health science. The article may 


appeal to researchers seeking to employ qualitative methods to complement traditional exposure 


assessment and epidemiologic studies, or in place of these methods when circumstances limit their use. 


 


We've held environmental health and justice meetings with North Carolina communities where permitted 


sludge application fields are located. Some community members told us that these meetings were the first 


time they got together as neighbors to discuss their common environmental health problems. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Spreading the Word about Spreading Sludge Brochure Yes No 


Community Health Effects of Sewage Sludge 


Cartoon (a tool for study description, 


recruitment, and facilitating dialogue in 


community environmental health and justice 


meetings) 


 


Powerpoint (cartoon) 


 


Yes 


 


No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Community Participation in Research 
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Mechanisms of Asthma—Dietary Interventions against Asthma Triggers 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Gregory Diette, MD Johns Hopkins University 


Patrick Breysse, PhD Johns Hopkins University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Nadia Hansel, MD Johns Hopkins University 


Elizabeth Matsui, MD Johns Hopkins University 


Meredith McCormack, MD Johns Hopkins University 


Cheryl Anderson, PhD Johns Hopkins University 


Shyam Biswal, PhD Johns Hopkins University 


Roger Peng, MD Johns Hopkins University 


Cynthia Rand, PhD Johns Hopkins University 


Joel Gittelsohn, PhD Johns Hopkins University 


Wayne Shreffler, MD Massachusetts General Hospital 


Sangita Sharma, PhD University of Alberta 


 


Brief Description: 


The long-term goal of the ASTHMA-DIET Program is to understand how diet influences the asthmatic 


response to indoor and outdoor airborne pollutants and allergens, and to translate these findings into 


practical dietary strategies to improve pediatric asthma health. The ASTHMA-DIET Program’s overall 


hypothesis is that a low anti-oxidant, pro-inflammatory diet impairs the capacity to respond to oxidative 


stressors thereby increasing susceptibility to pollutant and allergen exposures. The aims of the Center are 


focused on the mechanistic underpinnings of airway inflammation, oxidative stress and respiratory 


morbidity in predominantly African-American children with asthma, living in Baltimore inner city. These 


goals are addressed with an interdisciplinary program that encompasses one mechanistic and two clinically-


oriented research projects: Project 1 (Urban dietary effects on the asthmatic response to pollutants) is an 


observational field study using a panel design with repeated measures of pollutants, allergens, dietary intake 


and indicators of asthma morbidity, inflammation and oxidative stress. Project 2 (Dietary interventions in 


asthma treatment tests the capacity of 1) broccoli sprout supplementation and 2) a Mediterranean-style 


diet (OmniHeart) to ameliorate the response to inhaled allergens. Project 3 (Dissecting the diet-asthma 


relationship in mice models of asthma) uses an experimental approach in a murine model with a controlled 


diet, pollutant and allergen exposure-elucidating mechanisms by which dietary factors can modify 


susceptibility to pollutants and allergens. At the conclusion of this program the gains will be 1) having a 


better understanding of the mechanisms by which diet affects susceptibility of asthmatics to inhaled 


pollutants and allergens; 2) understanding how the composition of the inner city diet contributes to 


vulnerability to pollutants and allergens; and 3) whether certain specific dietary manipulations can improve 


the health of asthmatics by protecting against inflammation and oxidative stress. 
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PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 
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Mercury Exposure from Fish Consumption in Subsistence Fishers in Rural 


Oklahoma 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Laurel Schaider 


Department of Environmental Health 


Harvard School of Public Health 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


L.E.A.D. Agency, Vinita, OK: 


Earl Hatley, Rebecca Jim 


Harvard School of Public Health, Boston, MA: 


Ann Backus, James Shine, John Spengler 


University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center, Oklahoma City, OK: 


Robert Lynch 


 


Brief Description: 


The goal of this project is to investigate mercury exposure among people who consume fish from the Grand 


Lake watershed in northeastern Oklahoma. We will collect hair samples as biomarkers of mercury exposure 


and questionnaires about fish consumption to determine whether residents of this community are exposed 


to high levels of mercury through their diet. We will also measure mercury concentrations in frequently-


consumed fish species collected throughout the watershed. This project emphasizes community 


participation at all stages of the research, and will emphasize sharing the results with community members 


and developing ongoing education programs. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


The key success to date include: 


1. completed the goal of 150 participants and achieved a multi-ethnic mix of participants; 


2. have created the Food Frequency Questionnaire in two languages (English and Spanish); 


3. collaborated with the OK Department of Wildlife Conservation, Fisheries Division (to provide fish for 


analysis); 


4. seven of the first 146 participants had methylmercury levels about the EPA cut off of 1ppm and five 


of those reported at a subsequent check that they changed their behavior and are eating less fish; 


5. eight of the 40 who have finished the fifth and final FFQ reported changing their behavior to eating 


less fish; 


6. the fish sampling is going well: we have 724 fish or which 646 are filet samples; 388 of those are 


from Grand Lake; we are on our way to collecting 30 samples of each species; and 


7. we have sent out 358 report back letters to participants about their mercury exposure. 
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The public health message based on incomplete analysis is that there is not a high body burden of mercury 


in this population. 


 


Also many participants have asked to be involved in the outreach and education component, and we will 


accommodate them by running focus groups to incorporate their ideas for developing outreach strategies. 


(See 2012 PEPH poster.) 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Food Frequency Questionnaire - English and 


Spanish 


survey Yes No 


Fish consumption log log Yes No 


Brochure Brochure Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research to Action 
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Navajo Uranium Assessment and Kidney Health Project 
 
Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 
Johnnye L. Lewis, Ph.D., Community Environmental Health Program, University of New Mexico HSC-COP 
Chris Shuey, MPH, Southwest Research and Information Center (SRIC) 
Don Molony, M.D., University of Texas, Houston 
 
Partners/ Key Personnel and Institutions: 
In addition to the above, the project has strong partnerships with Navajo Area IHS, Navajo Division of 


Health, Navajo Environmental Protection Agency, USEPA Region 9, and 20 chapters of Eastern Agency of 


Navajo Nation that both requested the research and continued to work closely with the team throughout 


the last decade. Key individuals from those communities who have served as advisors include Jean 


Whitehorse, Ed Carlisle, Jay DeGroat, Thomas Manning, and Herbert Enrico. Key Navajo community staff, 


working through SRIC include Sandy Ramone, Sarah Henio-Adeky, Teddy Nez, and through UNM Jeremy 


DeGroat. 


Brief Description: 
The project began at the request of the health board representing 16 chapters in the Eastern Agency of 


Navajo Nation and expanded to include 4 adjacent chapters. The need was to determine if uranium in 


unregulated water sources was contributing to the kidney disease which occurred at 3-5X elevated 


prevalence than US population as a whole. The project has sampled water sources and used geospatial and 


Bayesian analyses to determine uranium exposures not only through use of unregulated water sources, but 


also from interactions with unremediated legacy mining and milling waste sites of which 1100 have been 


identified on Navajo Nation with more than 100 in the study area. Extensive survey information on land and 


water use, health history, and socio economic variables was collected during the initial phase of the project 


from 1304 individuals. Surveys were conducted by community researchers in Navajo and English. This phase 


was followed by clinical assessments conducted in collaboration with Navajo Area IHS and analysis of blood 


and urine samples to identify early markers of changes in kidney, vascular, and immune function. The 


project throughout interacted frequently with all participating chapters as well as with agencies and 


leadership of Navajo, state, and U.S. government to ensure the results of the research could inform policy 


on clean-up and exposure prevention. In addition, the project worked closely with clinicians to facilitate 


integration of the results into clinical care. Survey analyses are complete and a manuscript on those results 


has been submitted and is in review. Analysis of clinical and biomarker data is in progress. Water quality 


analyses have been completed for more than 130 wells within the region, and through collaborations with 


an interagency working group, more than 300 sources have been analyzed and posted using the project-


developed signage across the Navajo Nation. 


Key Successes/ Outcomes:  


 Identifying a dose-dependent increase in risk for hypertension and autoimmune disease in those 
living in proximity to unremediated waste sites. 


 Identification of increased risk for kidney disease in those exposed during the active phase of mining 
and milling through activities such as laundering clothes of miners, growing up in mining camps, or 
working in mines, mills, or remediation activities. 
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 Development of safe water hauling guides with Navajo EPA Office of Drinking Water to reduce 
exposures. 


 Sampling of 130 unreglated sources identified by participants as used for water hauling and 
identifying those with MCL exceedances -- nearly all were sampled for the first time. 


 In collaboration with agency partners, identifying sources of concern, facillitating their testing, and 
compiling data to identify ~15% of unregulated sources with arsenic exceeding the MCL and ~ 8% 
with uranium exceeding the MCL. 


 Through collaborations with Navajo and Federal agencies, posting of signs and maps developed by 
the project for consistent notification across all Navajo Chapters. 


 Working with Navajo Area IHS to develop and implement a medical monitoring program open to all 
Navajo tribal members with concerns about exposures. 


 Testifying regularly by invitation to state and national legislative committees to ensure the results 
were used to inform policies. 


 Collaborating with an interagency working group responding to a congressional mandate for a 5-
year plan to address the legacy contamination. The project team led the outreach efforts to inform 
communities of the work in progress. 


 Production of a 36 minute video, primarily in Navajo with English subtitles, to inform people of the 
water issues and concerns about not only uranium, but arsenic and petroleum products. 


 Following this effort as the research lead for congressionally mandated health studies to determine 
the impacts of exposures on birth outcomes and development. This prospective birth cohort study is 
being done through a cooperative agreement with the Centers for Disease Control/Agency for Toxic 
Substances Disease Registry and includes partnerships with Navajo Area IHS and PL-638 clinical 
facilities as well as Navajo Nation Division of Health. 


 
Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Water Warning Posters identifying 


contaminated water sources in each chapter of 


Navajo Nation 


14 X 18 yellow laminated 


posters with photos, data, 


and MCL exceedances 


Yes, but probably not 


of general 


informational use 


No 


4 stories About Water DVD/Video – 36 min primarily 


in Navajo w/ English subtitles 


yes No 


Environmental Health Basics Training Powerpoint presentation Yes No 


Water Quality Training Powerpoint presentation Yes No 


Regional (Agency) maps identify contaminated 


water sources 


Laminated maps, electronic 


and hard copy up to 2’ X 3’ 


yes No 


Healthyvoices.org website Yes, accessible through 


www.healthyvoices.org 


and contains all of 


these materials 


No 


 
PEPH Program(s): 


R01 
 


  



http://www.healthyvoices.org/
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Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant Future Vision Project 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Dr. Lindell Ormsbee, Core Leader, University of Kentucky Superfund Research Program Research Translation 


Core 


Anna Hoover, UK-SRP Research Translation Core 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Dr. Chike Anyaegbunam, UK College of Communications & Information Studies 


Dr. Ted Grossardt, Kentucky Transportation Center 


John Ripy Jr., Kentucky Transportation Center 


Benjamin Blandford, Kentucky Transportation Center 


Dr. Keiron Bailey, University of Arizona 


Steve Hampson, Assoc. Director, Kentucky Research Consortium for Energy and the Environment 


The Citizens of McCracken and Ballard Counties 


 


Brief Description: 


Through the auspices of the Kentucky Research Consortium for Energy and the Environment (KRCEE), 


members of the University of Kentucky Superfund Research Program Research Translation Core joined 


experts in Community-Based Participatory Communication and Structured Public Involvement to develop an 


innovative approach for community involvement in determining the future of Superfund sites. The KRCEE 


team was charged by Kentucky's Congressional delegation and the United States Department of Energy with 


integrating public, regulatory, and technical community visions to produce a publicly approved Future State 


Vision Report for the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP) National Priority List Superfund site. The 


three-step methodology developed includes personal interviews, focus groups, and large community 


meetings, with individuals from disparate stakeholder groups engaged at each stage. The information 


gathered during the interview and focus group stages was utilized to create sample scenario visualizations 


that were discussed and scored during large community meetings, as well as in an online interface. The 


project resulted in a “PGDP Future State Vision Document” that, while not decisional, will help inform future 


US Department of Energy decisions related to the disposition of the PGDP after decommissioning. A 


community consultation panel with representatives from sixteen unique stakeholder groups worked with 


the team throughout to develop and improve the engagement process. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 Increased knowledge of PGDP-related issues and available resources 


 Increased awareness of pending closure and potential future uses of the site 


 Mobilized community around future use issues 


 Provided capacity-building experience in collaborative visioning  


 Documented community values and scenario preferences for future advocacy 


 Created informational repository website: www.paducahvision.com 
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 Published formal report of findings and made accessible via the www.paducahvision.com website 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


PaducahVision Website (with survey interface) www.paducahvision.com Yes No 


Final Project Report Located on www.paducahvision.com 


website 


Yes No 


Clu-In Risk e Learning Webinar (archived 


online) 


http://www.clu-


in.org/conf/tio/engagement1_033111/ 


Yes No 


 PowerPoint Presentation Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Pregnancy Health Among Florida Farmworkers 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Dr. Linda McCauley 


Emory University School of Nursing 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Eugenia (Jeannie) Economos, Environmental Health Project Coordinator, Farmworker Association of Florida 


Jose Antonio Tovar-Aguilar, Farmworker Association of Florida 


Dr. Maureen Kelley, Emory University, Family and Community Nursing 


Ms. Joan Flocks, University of Florida 


Jessica Culley, Farmworker Health and Safety Institute 


 


Brief Description: 


The goal of this project is to examine how female farmworkers assess the risks of certain environmental and 


occupational hazards to pregnancy. This project is motivated by the need to characterize work-related 


practices, workplace hygiene, and health that have the potential to impact the health of pregnant women 


and their unborn children working in agriculture. To achieve this goal, this project will rely on partnerships 


between Emory University, the University of Florida, the Farmworker Association of Florida and the 


Farmworker Health and Safety Institute to bring together experts in community-based participatory 


research and methods of education and organizing among female farmworkers. 


 


Objectives 


1. Examine current perceptions of work hazards and pregnancy health among female farmworkers 


working in nursery and fernery operations in Florida. 


Data collected from focus groups conducted on female farmworkers and health care providers was 


used to inform the development of a survey instrument exploring knowledge and beliefs regarding 


the risks and hazards of their work and work-related factors that influence pregnancy health. 


 


2. Assess the extent of exposures to heat, ergonomic and chemical exposures that have the potential 


to impact pregnancy outcomes in a subsample of our study population. 


A survey instrument was piloted and administered to 260 female farmworkers between the ages of 


19-40 working in fernery or nursery operations in central Florida. We are finalizing data analysis to 


characterize the work environment and work practices of this vulnerable understudied population. 


 


3. Develop culturally and linguistically-appropriate educational materials emphasizing health 


promoting and protective behaviors during pregnancy for female farmworkers. 


Results from the survey are currently being translated to guide the development of an educational 


training curriculum that will incorporate information gleaned from our study participants, health 


providers, and other stakeholders to promote a healthy pregnancy. To accompany the training, we 


will also prepare a low literacy pregnancy health booklet in pictorial format that will contain 
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information on the work hazards that can affect pregnancy outcomes and pregnancy health 


information. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


This proposed work will have broader impact on the community for several reasons: It will provide direct 


benefit to the community by developing culturally and linguistically- appropriate educational materials 


emphasizing health promoting and protective behaviors during pregnancy for female farmworkers; it will 


involve a collaboration with female farmworkers—a highly underrepresented group in occupational 


health—to advance our understanding of the exposures that could affect the health of pregnant 


farmworkers; and the results of this project will be disseminated to farmworkers and the health and 


scientific community through farmworker community public forums, peer-reviewed journal articles, 


presentations at professional conferences and web-based publications. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research to Action 
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Prenatal Environmental Determinants of Intergenerational Risk 


(PEDIGREE) 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Barbra Cohn - Public Health Institue 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Marj Plumb - Plumbline Consulting 


Mary Beth Terry - Columbia University 


 


Brief Description: 


The Child Health and Development Studies (CHDS), a project of the Public Health Institute, is a prospective 


cohort study, which began over 40 years ago to observe pregnancy, birth, and health outcomes and is 


expanding across multiple generations. Over 15,000 families in the Kaiser Permanente Health Plan joined 


the CHDS between 1959 and 1967. Today, the original families and their children continue to participate in 


the CHDS, allowing scientists to discover how disease starts even before birth - not just by genes, but also 


through social, personal, and environmental surroundings. Cohort member’s role had been solely as 


research subjects. In 2010 the CHDS received funding from NIEHS to form a Participant Advisory Counsel 


(PAC). The purpose of the CHDS’s PAC is to 1) provide guidance on research activities 2) identify research 


priorities from the perspective of the cohort and 3) promote cohort retention and more effective broad-


scale ways to communicate with the cohort. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Over 140 cohort members were invited to participate in the PAC. Twenty-one of the invited cohort members 


responded as interested, and 18 members currently serve on the counsel today. The PAC meets quarterly 


for full day in-person meetings to discuss issues pertinent to the CHDS. In year one of the group we have 1) 


recruited the 18 PAC members 2) led them in trainings on pertinent CHDS research activities and 3) 


developed a training time line. To date we have had 4 meetings, and a fifth meeting is planned for April 


2012. The meeting topics have included: Breast cancer and the environment, report back of individual study 


results, and research processes/methods. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


From "Research On" to "Research With" Cohort 


Members: A Case Study 


Poster Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Breast Cancer and Environment Research Program 
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Children’s Environmental Health Symposium: Emerging Research and 


Implications for Risk Assessment and Public Policy. January 2012 
(Grant Title: Center for Integrative Research on Childhood Leukemia and the Environment) 


 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Amy D Kyle, PhD MPH, School of Public Health, University of California Berkeley 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Organizers: 


*Mark Miller, MD, Pediatric Environmental Health Specialty Unit, UCSF 


*Melanie Marty, PhD, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 


California Environmental Protection Agency 


Contributing Organizations: 


Center for Environmental Research on Children's Health 


University of California Berkeley 


Center for Child Environmental Health Risks Research 


University of Washington 


Center for Children's Environmental Health 


University of California, Davis 


Pediatric Environmental Health Specialty Unit 


University of Washington 


Berkeley/Stanford Children's Environmental Health Center 


University of California, Berkeley 


Children's Environmental Health and Disease Prevention Research Formative Center 


UCSF 


Berkeley Superfund Research Center 


University of California, Berkeley 


 


Brief Description: 


The Children’s Environmental Health Symposium: Emerging Research and Implications for Risk Assessment 


and Public Policy. 


 


The symposium was held in Oakland on January 11 and 12, 2012. The primary audience was scientists who 


work in state and federal agencies that have responsibilities for environmental public health protection and 


an interest in children's environmental health. 


 


The symposium provided an opportunity for agency scientists to hear presentations of research findings by 


investigators from the premier children’s environmental health research centers on the west coast. It also 


provided for discussions about the implications of the research for risk assessment and other actions of 
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government agencies and created opportunities for interaction among the research and government sectors 


and among the research groups. 


 


A working meeting among the research centers provided for further discussions of opportunities for 


collaboration and joint efforts. 


 


Video recordings of the presentations will be available at YouTube. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


While we don't expect to see an immediate public health or policy impact from one symposium, this is a 


step toward building an on-going collaboration among the government agencies with responsibilities for 


children's environmental health, researchers working in this area, the pediatric environmental health 


specialty units that provide expertise to the health care sector, and other interested parties to support 


policy development and public understanding. 


 


This symposium was organized to meet the needs of the government agencies and to respond to their 


questions and concerns and was viewed as successful by its audience. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Videos of presentations will be available YouTube video yes when 


completed 


no 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Centers for Children’s Environmental Health & Disease 


Superfund Research Program 
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PROTECT (Puerto Rico Testsite for Exploring Contamination Threats) - a 


NIEHS Superfund Research Program P42 Center. 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Mariah Nobrega, Program Manager, Northeastern University 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Northeastern University, Boston, MA 


University of Puerto Rico - Medical Sciences Campus, San Juan, PR 


University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 


University of Puerto Rico at Mayaguez, Mayaguez, PR 


 


Brief Description: 


The PROTECT program studies exposure to environmental contamination in Puerto Rico and its contribution 


to preterm birth (less than 37 completed weeks of gestation). PROTECT also seeks to better understand the 


phenomena affecting fate and transport of hazardous substances in karstic aquifers and to develop green 


remediation strategies that attenuate and mitigate exposure to protect human health and ecosystems. 


Through integrated analytical, mechanistic, epidemiology, fate-transport, and remediation studies, along 


with a centralized, indexed data repository, PROTECT will deliver new knowledge and technology in the area 


of contaminants of interest to the Superfund Research Program as a potential cause of preterm birth. The 


new knowledge and technology will also be useful more broadly in the overall field of environmental health. 


 


Puerto Rico has been selected as a testsite because it has the highest rate of preterm birth (~20%) among 


the states and territories of the U.S., and because of the extent of hazardous waste contamination on the 


island. Puerto Rico has more than 150 contaminated sites that include 15 active Superfund sites. Although 


Puerto Rico is an island with an unusually high burden of pollution, including a considerable density of 


Superfund sites, this project is the first to investigate the causal relationships between environmental 


pollutants and preterm birth in this at-risk population. 


 


PROTECT is a multi-project, multi-institution collaboration that involves four primary institutions: 


Northeastern University, University of Puerto Rico, Medical Sciences Campus, University of Puerto Rico, 


Mayaguez and University of Michigan. PROTECT is multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary and involves 


significant interaction and sharing of samples, testing and results among the disciplines of analytical 


chemistry, epidemiology, engineering and toxicology. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Please visit our website for program highlights. 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


http://www.northeastern.edu/protect/downloads/ Factsheet in PDF Yes Not Sure 


http://www.northeastern.edu/protect/ Website Yes Not sure 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Protecting the Health of Future Generations: Assessing and Preventing 


Exposures to Endocrine-Disrupting Chemicals in Two Alaska Native Arctic 


Communities on St. Lawrence Island 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Pamela Miller, Executive Director and PI, Alaska Community Action on Toxics 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Frank von Hippel, PI, University of Alaska Anchorage 


Loren Buck, PI, University of Alaska Anchorage 


David Carpenter, PI, University at Albany, School of Public Health, Institute for Health and the Environment 


Vi Waghiyi, Environmental Health and Justice Program Director and Project Coordinator, Alaska Community 


Action on Toxics 


 


Brief Description: 


This community-based participatory research project investigates exposures to two classes of emerging 


endocrine-disrupting chemicals (EDCs) with the Yupik people of St. Lawrence Island (SLI) in the Alaskan 


Arctic. The Arctic acts as a “cold trap” and is a hemispheric sink for persistent organic pollutants (POPs) that 


are transported through a well-documented process known as global distillation via prevailing atmospheric 


and oceanic currents from warmer regions. The Arctic is significant as an indicator region for long-range 


transport of legacy chemicals—a term applied to those POPs that have been banned or restricted—as well 


as emerging chemicals of concern. Arctic wildlife and people are also exposed to high levels of POPs from 


local sources, such as military toxics, solid waste dumps, and household dust. Exposure to POPs from both 


distant and local sources is a trend in the Arctic that is likely to increase due to increased global use and 


production of EDCs and climate warming. The purpose of this project is to initiate research partnerships that 


work in collaboration with the two Yupik villages of SLI to assess multiple exposure routes of two emerging 


EDCs—polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs) and perfluorinated compounds (PFCs). The project will 


assess exposures to PBDEs and PFCs in surface waters through analyses of contaminant levels and 


biomarkers for xenobiotic chemicals in the threespine stickleback fish. The research team will also analyze 


household dust for PBDEs and PFCs. Because the Yupik people of SLI depend on the harvest of wild foods to 


sustain them and their way of life, the research team will analyze levels of PBDEs and PFCs in traditional 


foods which are likely a major exposure pathway due to the biomagnification of POPs in marine mammals 


and fish that are critical components of the Yupik diet. This study will include a human biomonitoring 


component in order to assess levels of PBDEs and PFCs in human blood serum in relation to measures of 


thyroid health. The aim of this exposure assessment is to provide information, ownership of data, and 


training for the people of SLI so that they can plan and participate in public health actions to reduce 


environmental health risks. Finally, the research team collaborates with the leadership, elders, and youth of 


SLI to develop measures to prevent and mitigate environmental exposures through community educational 


programs and public policy actions, including community-based research institutes for college credit, health 


fairs for all community members, and workshops for health care providers. 







 


82   


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


As this is a new grant (awarded in August 2011), we have been convening meetings with the community 


leadership to plan field research and educational events for 2012. We will be conducting a community-based 


research institute for Alaska Native communities in Nome, Alaska in June 2012. Field sampling in 2012 will 


include the collection of stickleback fish for contaminant analyses and endocrine assays as well as the 


collection of traditional food samples. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Protecting Future Generations Fact Sheet about Community-


Based Research Project 


Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


R01 Community Participation in Research 
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Research Translation Core (RTC)- University of Washington Superfund 


Research Program 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


RTC Director Thomas Burbacher, Ph.D. 


RTC Co-Director Clement Furlong, Ph.D. 


RTC Program Manager Katie Frevert, M.Ed. 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Northwest Toxic Communities Coalition 


Region 10 EPA 


Region 10 ATSDR 


Washington State Department of Health 


Washington Sate Department of Ecology 


 


Brief Description: 


The University of Washington Superfund Research Program’s (SRP) Research Translation Core (RTC) 


collaborates with local agencies and community groups working toward common solutions to hazardous 


waste issues. The activity that we have undertaken, in the broadest sense, is one of capacity building. 


Partnering with government agencies and with community stakeholders represent two key aims of the RTC. 


A university-based SRP may become the critical third leg of a stool providing stability, perspective and 


balance as its partners address seemingly intractable problems. 


 


The core works with state and federal agencies in a range of activities and partners with community 


organizations that include the Northwest Toxic Communities Coalition (comprised of 25 individual non-profit 


organizations from four states). The coalition shares resources, information and support for toxic cleanup 


efforts throughout the Northwest states. 


 


In January 2010, the president of the United States appointed a new Regional Administrator to EPA Region 


10. This provided a rare opportunity for a fresh start between EPA agency staff and the regional community 


stakeholders who are impacted by hazardous waste. 


 


In the last two years, the RTC has collaborated with EPA and the Northwest Toxic Communities Coalition to 


identify shared priorities and work together toward addressing these. Progress has been made in improving 


community access to agency-hosted public information meetings and in creating a regional ‘Community Air 


Workshop’ (scheduled for April 2012). The RTC has been fortunate to engage with these committed partners 


working toward achieving benchmark outcomes. The efforts have not only deepened the core’s relationship 


to each partner but have helped to strengthen the relationships between the partners themselves. 
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Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 


Community Organizations and Agencies 


 Forming a unique regional coalition comprised of community organizations that work on hazardous 


waste issues, as committed academic partners 


 Collaborating with individual community organizations, and participating in community engagement 


and education activities 


 Sharing presentation opportunities with fellow SRP grantees, community organizations and agency 


partners (these include EPA annual meetings for remedial program managers and community 


involvement coordinators) 


 Hosting the UW-SPR Agency Seminar Series since 2007 for EPA Region 10 and Washington State’s 


Departments of Health and Ecology partners (and as CLU-IN national webinars since 2011) 


 Designing and participating in a regional community air quality workshop to be held in 2012; an 


outcome of a three-way partnership between community, agency and academia 


 Presenting relevant SRP research at science cafes and a Superfund site river tour for community 


members and educators 


 


Policy Impacts, Research Translation and Communication 


 Dr. Clement Furlong’s research findings related to specific genetic susceptibilities have informed 


regulatory policy in organophosphate (OP) pesticides at the federal level. 


 Research is communicated through open-source media such as the work of Dr. Evan Gallagher who 


has sequenced a number of salmon genes and developed corresponding assays that serve as 


biomarkers of olfactory injury. 


 An ongoing and multi-year collaboration between Dr. Furlong’s team and Dr. Rudy Johnson’s CDC 


laboratory on protein biomarkers of OP exposure is a valuable outcome of the ATSDR Seminar 


Series. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


UW Superfund Research Program- brochure brochure yes no 


UW Superfund Research Program- website website yes yes 


UW Superfund Research Program- e*Bulletin archive website yes yes 


UW Superfund Research Program- Agency 


Seminar Series Presentation Archives 


archive website  yes 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Research Translation Core Enhances SRP Relevance to North Carolina 


Decision Makers, Impacted Communities and Educators 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Kathleen Gray, MSPH, UNC-Chapel Hill 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


UNC-Chapel Hill: Fred Pfaender, PhD, Marc Serre, PhD, Dana Haine, MS, Tracey Slaughter, Prahlad Jat 


Division of Public Health, NCDHHS: Mina Shehee, PhD, Ken Rudo, PhD, Mercedes Hernandez-Pelletier, MPH 


 


Brief Description: 


The Research Translation Core (RTC) of the UNC Superfund Research Program (SRP) focuses on improving 


scientific and public understanding of how Superfund chemicals harm human health and how to reduce 


exposure to those chemicals, enabling government officials and the public to make informed decisions 


about reducing risk. The RTC builds the capacity of agencies charged with protecting human health and the 


environment by actively participating in policy discussions, developing software that enables decision 


makers to factor geospatial uncertainty into risk assessments, and facilitating SRP researchers’ efforts to 


develop improved cleanup technologies. We have a multifaceted partnership with the Division of Public 


Health (DPH) in the NC Department of Health and Human Services (NCDHHS). Together we are engaging 


community leaders and residents around a subset of North Carolina Superfund sites with arsenic and TCE 


contamination and also identifying NC populations at greatest potential risk from well water contamination, 


developing public health action strategies to reduce exposure, and increasing intra-agency collaboration to 


sustain this effort over time. 


 


We also introduce cutting edge science into middle and high school classrooms as well as informal education 


settings and conduct short courses for graduate students on a range of topics, from commercialization and 


Superfund, to science communication and environmental justice. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


To date, we have mapped 30 contaminants for which private wells are required to be tested by NC law and 


have identified some data patterns of concern, where public health action may be needed. In one impacted 


community, initial mapping results have led to an emerging collaboration with the health department to 


address the issue locally. 


 


We are also developing training tools and seminars to facilitate technology transfer of the space/time 


analysis tools used in the well water project, and we are partnering with NCDHHS to launch a user-friendly 


web interface for residents whose wells have been tested. 


Researchers assisted USEPA’s Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation in demonstrating 


how the advanced geospatial modeling could be used to map PCE using limited data collected at the Billings, 


Montana, PCE site. 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


UNC SRP web site web site yes no 


NC Well Water web site and mapping guidance 


documents 


web site, Word files yes no 


Tracking and Analyzing Contaminants (TrAC) in 


Private Well Water in NC—Basic Instructions for 


Creating Maps of County-level Data 


guidance document yes no 


Tracking and Analyzing Contaminants (TrAC) in 


Private Well Water in NC—How to Extract GPS 


Information and Geocode Addresses 


guidance document yes no 


Fact sheets on arsenic, benzene, chlorinated 


solvents, and risk assessment 


fact sheets yes no 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Targeted Communication Training for UK-SRP Graduate Students and 


Postdoctoral Scholars 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Anna Goodman Hoover, University of Kentucky Superfund Research Program Research Translation Core 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Stephanie Jenkins, University of Kentucky Superfund Research Program (UK-SRP) Research Translation Core 


Sarah Riley, M.A., Communication Instructor at Bluegrass Community and Technical College 


Dr. Lindell Ormsbee, Core Leader, UK-SRP Research Translation Core 


 


Brief Description: 


The 2010 Superfund Research Program strategic plan encourages programs to promote research relevance 


through interactions with stakeholders throughout the research process. This directive applies not only to 


community engagement and research translation cores, but also to scientific investigators themselves. The 


University of Kentucky SRP strives to meet these goals through translational interventions at both the 


investigator and the policy levels. In accordance with the UK-SRP's stakeholder-driven model of translation 


that moves beyond information dissemination and feedback and into high levels of multi-stakeholder 


engagement, the Research Translation Core has developed a training program for graduate students and 


postdoctoral scholars that encourages young scientists to develop audience targeting skills, promoting 


improved communication of research outcomes to specific stakeholder groups. Training participants then 


are given opportunities to practice these skills as presenters in state agency seminars and Superfund 


communities. This project promotes a holistic approach to multi-level stakeholder engagement across the 


program, speaking directly to the NIEHS's call for including stakeholders in the planning, execution, and 


dissemination of research projects. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Presentations and a training workbook were developed for the pilot course and are currently being revised 


for future courses. Specific course sessions and workbook chapters address the topics of research 


translation, audience segmentation/targeting, and overall presentation style. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Training Workbook Spiral-Bound Workbook Yes No 


Course Session Presentations PowerPoint Yes No 


Adapted Communication Apprehension Survey MS Word Yes No 


Adapted Communication Evaluation Form MS Word Yes No 


Adapted Communication Skills Training Survey MS Word Yes No 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Teachers' Domain Environmental Public Health Collection 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Ted Sicker, WGBH Educational Foundation 


Chris Dietlin, WGBH Educational Foundation 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Margaret Reid, Boston Public Health Commission 


Ann Backus, Harvard NIEHS Center for Environmental Health 


Kathy Vandiver, MIT Center for Environmental Health Sciences 


Gillian Puttick and Sally Crisman, TERC 


 


Brief Description: 


WGBH Educational Foundation has completed our K-12 Environmental Public Health collection of 60 media 


resources, adapted from a range of sources including public television, NIH, EPA, and other PEPH 


participants. Each media asset (generally a short video or an interactive experience for students) is 


accompanied by a background essay for teachers and discussion questions for use in the classroom. They 


are now distributed through Teachers’ Domain at http://www.teachersdomain.org. Since the initial launch 


of the first set of these resources in the summer of 2010, they have garnered nearly 20,000 page views. 


In the final phase of our grant, we are building upon these media resources, completing three lesson plans, a 


set of three self-paced lessons for students, and a set of four self-paced lessons for teacher professional 


development. In our poster session, we will demonstrate examples of the media as well as one of the self-


paced lessons for teachers. 


Later in 2012, the entire project will migrate to a new digital library platform, PBS LearningMedia. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Since the initial launch of the first set of these resources in the summer of 2010, they have garnered nearly 


20,000 page views and have been presented by WGBH and project partners at a range of K-12 science and 


public health conferences. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


www.teachersdomain.org/special/enh website yes yes 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


ARRA Challenge Grant 
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The Libby Community Childhood Health Investigation and Exposure 


Follow-Up Study (CHIEFS) 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Grace LeMasters PhD, University of Cincinnati College of Medicine 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Center for Asbestos Related Disease (CARD) 


 Brad Black, MD (Co-PI) 


 Jennifer Fortner, Center for Asbestos Related Disease 


University of Cincinnati 


 Patrick Ryan, PhD 


 James Lockey, MD, MS 


 Chris Wolfe, BA 


Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 


 Ted Larson, MS 


 


Brief Description: 


The specific aims of CHIEFS are: 1) determine if childhood exposure to Libby amphibole asbestos (LA) is 


associated with a significant increase in adverse respiratory symptoms, decrements in pulmonary function, 


decrements in diffusing capacity and lung volumes, and an increase in pleural changes, 2) develop and utilize 


a comprehensive environmental exposure matrix to evaluate childhood exposures to LA that includes 


factors such as time, geography, personal activities and home environmental sampling available from an EPA 


database, and 3) Implement and evaluate a well-defined reciprocal outreach and communication program. 


This program includes residents of Libby MT, CARD, UC investigators, local health professionals, hospital 


personnel, and targeted federal agencies. Recruitment has been focused on children (600) who participated 


in a screening program sponsored by ATSDR in 2000 - 2011. The Libby CHIEFS would not be possible without 


the strong partnerships that have been formed between all the groups and individuals involved. ATSDR was 


instrumental during our initial recruitment efforts. As members of the Libby community themselves, CARD 


staff has played a prominent role in our community outreach efforts. In October 2010 and 2011, CARD 


sponsored Libby Amphibole Research Rallies and Symposium. These two public events attracted almost 10% 


of the community. At these events, the public learned about asbestos related disease and lung health as 


well as met with investigators to learn about current research being done in Libby. All CHIEFS participant 


screening appointments are done in Libby at the CARD Clinic, making a strong, collaborative relationship an 


essential part of this study. The EPA has provided the residential sampling data used in CHIEFS to measure 


home exposures of children to LA. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


 2010 and 2011 Libby Research Rally 


o Each year attended by almost 10% of the Libby community (children and adults) 
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o Activities were developed for children to promote lung health awareness 


 CHIEFS staff distributed "healthy lung" quizzes with small gifts to children. 


 Children were shown and taught an inexpensive way to create model lungs and a 


diagram from balloons and large quart plastic containers. This showed children how 


lungs work and how we breathe. 


 Directions were given to children to make their own model lung for a home science 


project 


o Informational brochures and CHIEFS sponsored items were distributed to adults 


o Adults could meet and discuss with researchers 


 2011 Libby Amphibole Research Symposium 


o Dr. Grace LeMasters presented an overview of early childhood lung development and the 


Libby CHIEFS Study 


o Dr. Brad Black provided an overview on health effects related to LA exposure 


o Dr. James Lockey presented background and the pathophysiology of Libby amphibole 


asbestos exposure 


 CHIEFS Study Progress 


o 370 young adults have agreed to participate in CHIEFS 


 293 participated in the original ATSDR screening 


o 227 CHIEFS participants have completed their clinical exam 


 Capacity Building 


o UC researchers set up spirometry software and trained CARD respiratory therapists on 


optimum methods for pulmonary function testing 


o Dr. James Lockey gave a seminar at St. John's Hospital Radiology Department on how to 


minimize radiation exposure for young adults. 


o CHIEFS Facebook page was created for social networking 


o Networking with other researchers, physicians and individuals that have been impacted by 


asbestos related disease through the awareness organization Voice of the Victims 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


2011 Libby Research Rally and Symposium Video Yes Can be linked 


Pediatric Environmental Health Webinar Yes Can be linked 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


EHS Core Centers 


ARRA Challenge Grant 


R21 
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The New England Consortium / University of Massachusetts Lowell 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Craig Slatin, Sc.D., MPH, Professor, Department of Community Health and Sustainability 


Co-Director, Center for Health Promotion and Research, University of Massachusetts Lowell 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


The New England Consortium (TNEC), is a university-community partnership based at the University of 


Massachusetts Lowell in the Center for Health Promotion and Research, including university staff and 


faculty, five Coalitions for Occupational Safety and Health (ConnectiCOSH, MassCOSH, NHCOSH, RICOSH, 


and Western MassCOSH), and the Civil Service Employees Association (CSEA) of New York, Local 1000, Inc. of 


the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME). TNEC has been working since 


1987 to provide top quality, participatory hands-on hazardous waste operations and emergency response 


(HAZWOPER) and supporting health and safety training to workers throughout the region and during that 


time has trained more than 27,000 workers in 1,700 courses, for a total of nearly 410,000 contact hours of 


training. 


 


TNEC is one of 20 national programs administered by the National Institute of Environmental Health 


Sciences Worker Education Training Program (NIEHS-WETP) through a cooperative agreement. The 


agreement supports TNEC’s core hazardous waste and emergency response operations training program, 


the continuation and expansion of ongoing initiatives, and efforts to sustain the capacity of its member 


organizations to lead and support the regional and national health and safety movement. 


 


Brief Description: 


TNEC has been working since 1987 to provide top quality, participatory hands-on hazardous waste 


operations and emergency response (HAZWOPER) and supporting health and safety training to workers 


throughout the region and during that time has trained more than 27,000 workers in 1,700 courses, for a 


total of nearly 410,000 contact hours of training. 


 


TNEC is one of 20 national programs administered by the National Institute of Environmental Health 


Sciences Worker Education Training Program (NIEHS-WETP) through a cooperative agreement. The 


agreement supports TNEC’s core hazardous waste and emergency response operations training program, 


the continuation and expansion of ongoing initiatives, and efforts to sustain the capacity of its member 


organizations to lead and support the regional and national health and safety movement. 


 


The hazardous waste operations and emergency response (HAZWOPER) workforce requires comprehensive 


health and safety training to prevent work-related harm. The training prepares this workforce to conduct 


inherently dangerous work with an enhanced ability to best protect themselves and surrounding 


communities from exposure to hazardous materials. Due to the extensive use of hazardous and toxic 


materials in most sectors of industry, as well as decades of legally and illegally disposed hazardous wastes, a 


broad range of workers need this training. Additionally, the pervasiveness of hazardous materials in 
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industrial and commercial production demands that private and governmental organizations are prepared 


to send trained and protected workers to respond to emergency incidents. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


During its 2011 project year, TNEC conducted one hundred forty-five courses for 2,114 workers involving 


21,985 hours of instruction in its core HAZWOPER training program. TNEC provided open enrollment and 


customized contract trainings for diverse groups of public and private sector firms, regulatory officials and 


organizations, and for environmental / green jobs training programs like the Boston-based JFYNetworks 


Environmental Technician Training Program, Building Futures in Providence, RI and the Hartford Jobs Funnel. 


Since 2002, the consortium and U.S. EPA Region 1 have partnered in providing training to New England 


Native American Tribes and TNEC is exploring ways that it can continue to do so in the future. 


 


Additionally, as part of a special supplemental award under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 


(ARRA), TNEC completed two years of training programs for municipal and state workers on transportation, 


construction and other infrastructure projects, employees in green energy start-up firms, and job training 


program trainees with the likelihood of being interviewed and/or hired to work on stimulus-supported 


Superfund cleanup projects and/or for jobs in the green energy sector. The project reached 1,027 students 


in sixty-one courses covering 13,476 contact hours of instruction. 


 


Through the ARRA program, TNEC was able to serve additional job training programs: New Directions in New 


Bedford, MA, Montague Youth Green Jobs, Veterans Inc (Worcester), the MLK Business Empowerment 


Center (Worcester), Roots Up (Holyoke), Turner Weatherization, and the Hartford (CT) Jobs Funnel. Also, 


TNEC delivered training to public workers in fifteen Massachusetts towns and cities, to employees of 


different quasi-public authorities: MWRA, MASSPORT and the Narragansett Bay Commission (RI) and for 


private firms working in alternative energy development. 


 


Another exciting product of the ARRA training program was the delivery of and development of training 


curriculum designed to provide workers and environmental activists with the tools to advocate for green 


chemistry and implementation of safer alternatives to reduce toxic contamination. The training brought 


together workers and activists to: understand some basic principles and concepts of green chemistry and 


how its application on a larger scale can help reduce and prevent the generation of hazardous wastes, as 


well as provide safer and healthier remediation of hazardous waste sites; and engaged them in activities 


that strengthen efforts to advance policy changes to promote greater support for making a transition to 


green chemistry. The Worker and Environmentalist Green Chemistry Awareness Training Curriculum can be 


accessed at the following link on the TNEC website: 


 


http://www.uml.edu/tnec/docs/Green_Chemistry/Green_Chemistry.html 
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Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


40-Hour Hazardous Waste Site for Personnel 


Basic Health & Safety Course 


Student Manual yes no (through NIEHS 


WETP) 


24-Hour Emergency Responders Basic Health & 


Safety Course 


Student Manual yes no (through NIEHS 


WETP) 


8-Hour Worker Centered Pollution Prevention Student Manual yes no (through NIEHS 


WETP) 


8-Hour Emergency Responder All Hazards 


Awareness Training 


Student Manual yes no (through NIEHS 


WETP) 


1. Worker and Environmentalist Green 


Chemistry Awareness Training Curriculum (pdf) -


multiple media 


2. Worker and Environmentalist Green 


Chemistry Awareness Instructors Guide (pdf)  


3. Alternative Curriculum for specific settings-


Hospital Workers (pdf)  


4 


Student Manual, Instructors 


Guide, alternative curriculum, 


posters 


yes yes 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Worker Education and Training Program 
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Tribal-University Collaboration to Address Tribal Exposures to PAHs and 


Improve Community Health 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Anna Harding, Oregon State University 


Barbara Harper, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 


Molly Kile, Oregon State University 


Sandra Uesugi, Oregon State University 


Dave Stone, Oregon State University 


 


Brief Description: 


Activities in the third year of the Community Engagement Core of Oregon State University's Superfund 


Research Program (SRP) have focused on engaging in capacity building with our Confederated Tribes of the 


Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) partners and assessing PAH exposure pathways specific to cultural 


lifestyles. We have also been engaged in activities to begin the conversation about risk reduction measures, 


and dissemination of our work. The Core developed a unique Material and Data Sharing Agreement signed 


by all three parties—CTUIR, OSU, and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, and has been used by all in 


the OSU SRP Center who are working with CTUIR data. This agreement was disseminated in the January 


2012 issue of the journal, Environmental Health Perspectives. During May 2011 the Engagement Core 


headed up the collection of data that involved personal air sampling during the traditional smoking of 


salmon, the first study of its kind conducted with tribal members. Participants wore personal air samplers 


during the entire smoking event, and urine samples were taken before, during and after the smoking 


process. We also collected smoked salmon samples that had been smoked in two types of structures (wood 


shed and tipi) and using two different woods (apple and alder). Tribal participants were trained in the proper 


methods of sampling and data collection using training videos designed for this purpose. Samples have been 


analyzed by our SRP analytical core. The Engagement Core produced a CTUIR-OSU Partnership Newsletter in 


November 2011 to send to our Tribal Advisory Committee Members, to our Tribal partners for distribution, 


to the OSU SRP community, with the request to distribute to any interested parties. The newsletter may be 


viewed at: http://oregonstate.edu/superfund/sites/default/files/fall2011srp_ctuir.pdf. Finally, Barbara 


Harper and Anna Harding were invited to present a national webinar through the Superfund Research 


Program Risk e-Learning series, sponsored jointly by NIEHS and the USEPA, May 23, 2011. The webinar was 


titled, “Addressing tribal exposures to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and building tribal capacity 


through a tribal-university partnership.” 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


We developed a Material and Data Sharing Agreement which has now been disseminated in the peer-review 


literature. The data sharing agreement has been faithfully used by all researchers and graduate students in 
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the Oregon State University SRP who are working with tribal data. The agreement has also been adapted for 


other Tribal projects and is adaptable for any community-based participatory research project. The data 


sharing agreement and related article on tribal research ethics is published in the January 2012 issue of 


Environmental Health Perspectives, 120(1), 6-10. 


 


Drs. Harper and Harding presented a national webinar through the SRP Risk e-Learning series in May 2011 to 


discuss tribal research ethics when conducting community-based participatory research with tribal 


communities. 


 


We facilitated a collaborative research project between OSU SRP investigators and our CTUIR partners to 


collect and analyze personal air and urine samples from Tribal members smoking salmon using traditional 


smoking methods. We found high levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons PAH) in the personal air of the 


members smoking the fish in either a smoke shed or tipi. We also found higher PAH levels in the traditionally 


smoked salmon when compared to commercially smoked fish. These studies are the first of its kind with 


tribal members and we are now working on understanding the implications of these results, and sharing 


these results with our tribal partners. These studies will contribute to a better understanding of PAH 


exposures to tribal members engaged in traditional cultural practices. 


 


We published a CTUIR-OSU Partnership Newsletter which is available at: 


http://oregonstate.edu/superfund/sites/default/files/fall2011srp_ctuir.pdf, which describes these studies 


and has been distributed to the tribal community. 


 


The Engagement Core has provided a unique opportunity for cultural capacity building for our SRP 


researchers, SRP trainees, and other graduate students who have learned a great deal about doing research 


with a tribal sovereign nation. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, DVD/Video, Website, etc.) Willing to 


share? 


Product in 


the PEPH 


Resource 


Center? 


Material and Data Sharing 


Agreement 


Printed Material Yes Yes--we will 


place it 


there 


CTUIR-OSU Partnership 


Newsletter 


http://oregonstate.edu/superfund/sites/default/files/fall2011srp_ctuir.pdf Yes Yes--we will 


place it 


there 


Conducting research with 


tribal communities: 


Sovereignty, ethics, and 


data-sharing issues. 


Environmental Health 


Perspectives, 120(1), 6-10. 


Journal article Yes Yes--we will 


place it 


there 
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PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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University of Arizona Superfund Research Program: Hazardous Waste Risk 


and Remediation in the Southwest - Community Engagement and Research 


Translation Cores 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


University of Arizona Superfund Research Program: 


Community Engagement Core: Denise Moreno Ramirez; Jim Field 


Research Translation Core: Sarah Wilkinson; Mark Brusseau 


Administration: Jay Gandolfi; Raina Maier 


 


Brief Description: 


UA SRP Community Engagement/Research Translation Cores: 


 The central activity of the Community Engagement Core is to provide stakeholder outreach and 


education in Mexico, Arizona, the U.S.-Mexico Border region, and tribal lands. 


 The central activity of the Research Translation Core is to provide dedicated interaction with state 


and federal government agencies and other stakeholders to assure that key strengths and results of 


our program are used and appreciated. 


 Together, we work to: 


o Increase public awareness, especially in economically-disadvantaged communities, of the 


health risks of common contaminants as well as the remediation strategies. 


o Provide appropriate and timely information that contributes to informed stakeholder 


decision-making. 


o Communicate to broad audiences using a variety of media, including written informational 


materials, web-based materials, and multi-media presentations. 


 


Key Successes/Outcomes: 


Key Outcomes of the UA SRP Community Engagement/Research Translation Cores: 


 Helping affected communities to understand their risks of exposure and ways they can mitigate 


them. 


 Providing information in Spanish to reach the Latino community. 


 Empowering community health advocates via Train-the-trainer education with bilingual teaching 


modules. 


 Encouraging behavior to decrease environmental contaminant exposure in the community and small 


businesses. 


 Testing novel remediation technologies at Superfund sites. 


 Providing information to responsible stakeholders at Superfund sites to better inform decisions on 


site remediation and closure strategies. 


 Educating the general public. 


We achieve these outcomes via: 


 Printed and electronic outreach materials for diverse stakeholders. 
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 Training modules (PowerPoint, suggested activities, instructions). 


 Informational meetings focused on contaminants of concerns to the public. 


 Environmental science-themed presentations targeting citizen groups and community advocates. 


 Point of access to Dean Carter Binational Center and Superfund Research Program science 


personnel. 


 SRP/EPA Region 9 quarterly seminar/webinar series focusing on topics relevant to EPA Region 9 


priorities. 


 Redeveloped websites that provide information about our people and projects, and allow access to 


downloadable materials of interest to a broad range of stakeholders. 


 


Materials/Products Title  Format (Brochure, Factsheet, 


DVD/Video, Website, etc.) 


Willing to share? Product in the PEPH 


Resource Center? 


Bilingual Community Information Sheets (TCE, 


arsenic, lead, perchlorate, hazardous waste 


landfills, 1,4-dioxane, mine tailings, risk 


assessment) 


tri-fold brochures; available in 


print and via website 


yes only TCE and arsenic 


(?) 


Sci Transfer research bulletins (2 on TCE; for 


professionals) 


tri-fold bulletin; available in 


print and via website 


yes no 


www.binational.pharmacy.arizona.edu; 


www.superfund.pharmacy.arizona.edu 


websites with downloadable 


informational materials 


yes no 


Presentations for students, professionals, and 


community health workers 


powerpoint presentations yes no 


Arizona Know Your Water (bilingual) and Arizona 


Well Owner's Guide to Water Suppy 


booklets; available in print 


and via website 


yes no 


Environmental Toxicology (Toxicologia 


Ambiental - Spanish language textbook) 


textbook available for 


download on website 


yes no 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Superfund Research Program 
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Use of a Community-University Partnership to Eliminate Environmental 


Stressors 
 


Key Personnel (Point of Contact) and Institution: 


Dr. Sacoby Wilson, University of Maryland-College Park 


 


Partners/Key Personnel and Institutions: 


Herb Fraser-Rahim, Low Country Alliance for Model Communities 


Dawn Bush, Low Country Alliance for Model Communities 


Akeem Bell, Low Country Alliance for Model Communities 


Dr. Edith Williams, University of South Carolina 


Dayna Campbell, University of South Carolina 


Hongmei Zhang, University of South Carolina 


Chengsheng Jiang, University of Maryland-College Park 


Dr. Erik Svendsen, Tulane University 


Dr. Marjorie Aelion, UMass-Amherst 


 


Brief Description: 


We have established a community-university partnership between the Low Country Alliance for Model 


Communities, University of South Carolina, and the University of Maryland-College Park. For the past three 


years, we have been working to build capacity in the community, perform education and outreach, utilize 


the community-based participatory research approach, and collect data on environmental health issues 


relevant to underserved African-American populations in North Charleston, South Carolina. We have three 


primary aims: 1) Use of Geographic Information Systems to map the distribution of environmental hazards 


and unhealthy land uses in the Charleston MSA; 2) Assessment of air pollution levels particularly PM2.5 and 


PM10 and soil contamination in LAMC neighborhoods and the study area; and 3) Increase community 


capacity to reduce exposure, prevent pollution, and improve public health through community-based 


outreach, education, and training. 


 


We have been building a database for the past year collecting information on the spatial location of 


hazardous waste sties, landfills, EPA regulated facilities, TRI facilities, incinerators, small polluters, and other 


facilities in the Charleston MSA. We have also collected information on the location of fast food restaurants, 


convenience stores, liquor stores, check cashing facilities, payday lenders, churches, supermarkets, grocery 


stores, green space, schools, banks, social service organizations, hospitals, and other resources in the 


community. We have been using GIS to assess spatial disparities in burden and exposure to environmental 


pathogens and environmental salutogens. 


 


Members of the research team have gone through HAZWHOPER training for preparation for the assessment 


of soil contaminant levels particularly metals. 
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Key Successes/Outcomes: 


We have been very successful with our environmental health research and education and outreach efforts. 


We have been able to train a number of residents who now have the skills to participate in community-


based environmental surveillance activities. Project Excellence has been quite successful in educating 


residents about environmental health issues, engaging youth through the summer camp program, and 


building community capacity within and beyond LAMC residents, other residents in the Charleston region, 


and individuals in other parts of the US to help them build their capacity and skills to address environmental 


health and justice issues through community-driven solutions. 


 


This partnership contributed to efforts that were part of a larger campaign to close the local incinerator 


located in one of the LAMC neighborhoods. This partnership has contributed to the multi-stakeholder 


partnership between the Low Country Alliance for Model Communities, the City of North Charleston, and 


the South Carolina State Ports Authority on the expansion of the Port of Charleston. This partnership has 


provided environmental health information that has helped inform members of this partnership on 


environmental health issues including members of the Mitigation Agreement Committee which has helped 


LAMC be empowered to work more effectively and mitigate negative impacts of port activities and port 


expansion and maximize the benefits. Leaders of the community-university partnership and members of the 


Mitigation Agreement Committee were awarded a group Environmental Justice Achievement Award from 


the USEPA for their collaborative efforts on addressing environmental health, mitigation, and revitalization 


issues important to the community. The community-university partnership established a Community 


University Board that has evolved into a Community Action Board that is focusing on building a broader 


collaboration between other communities in the Charleston region impacted by environmental health issues 


such as the Rosemont Community. The Community Action Board is currently employing a modified version 


of the EPA Environmental Justice Collaborative Problem Solving (CPS) Model to translate research into more 


action and solutions in the community. The Community Action Board is acting as the steering committee for 


the CPS structure which will include a Health and Research Team, Community Engagement Team, and and 


Action Team. 


 


PEPH Program(s): 


Research to Action 
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Capacity Building 
 
Power, Privilege and Participation 
Meeting the challenge of equal research alliances 


Article on the importance of community-university partnerships and how to make the partnerships work. 
Written by WEACT. (Urban Habitat) 
Access on the EPA Web. 


 


Communication 
 
Climate Change in the American Mind 
Americans’ climate change beliefs, attitudes, policy preferences, and actions 
http://bit.ly/CCC-Report 


Introduction: President Obama, the leaders of Congress, governors, and mayors across the United States have 
all signaled their intention to institute new policies to achieve greater national energy efficiency and 
independence, development of clean, renewable energy sources, and reduced emissions of the greenhouse 
gases causing global warming. Climate change and energy are now at the center of local, state, national, and 
international policy deliberations. An executive national strategy to achieve these aims, however, must take 
into account the climate change and energy beliefs, attitudes, policy preferences, and actions of the American 
people, who will play a crucial role in the success or failure of these initiatives through their decisions as both 
citizens and consumers. Building public acceptance, support, and demand for new policies and helping people 
save energy at home and on the road will require education and communication strategies based on a clear 
understanding of what Americans already know, believe, and support, as well as what they currently 
misunderstand, disbelieve, and oppose. This report is the second in a series of studies conducted by the Yale 
Project on Climate Change and the George Mason Center for Climate Change Communication to answer these 
questions. 


 
Communication and marketing as climate change-intervention assets: a public health perspective 
Maibach EW, Roser-Renouf C, Leiserowitz A 
Am J Prev Med 2008 Nov;35(5):488-500 


Abstract 
The understanding that global climate change represents a profound threat to the health and well-being of 
human and nonhuman species worldwide is growing. This article examines the potential of communication 
and marketing interventions to influence population behavior in ways consistent with climate change 
prevention and adaptation objectives. Specifically, using a framework based on an ecologic model of public 
health, the paper examines: (1) the potential of communication and marketing interventions to influence 
population behaviors of concern, including support for appropriate public policies; (2) potential target 
audiences for such programs; and (3) the attributes of effective climate change messages. Communication and 
marketing interventions appear to have considerable potential to promote important population behavior 
change objectives, but there is an urgent need for additional translational research to effectively harvest this 
potential to combat climate change. 


  



http://www.epa.gov/air/ej/conference2007/Swati_Prakash_Power_Privilege_Participation.pdf

http://bit.ly/CCC-Report

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0749379708006818
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Identifying like-minded audiences for global warming public engagement campaigns: an audience 
segmentation analysis and tool development 
Maibach EW, Leiserowitz A, Roser-Renouf C, Mertz CK 
PLoS One 2011 Mar 10;6(3):e17571 


Abstract 
Background 
Achieving national reductions in greenhouse gas emissions will require public support for climate and energy 
policies and changes in population behaviors. Audience segmentation--a process of identifying coherent 
groups within a population--can be used to improve the effectiveness of public engagement campaigns. 
Methodology/Principal Findings: 
In Fall 2008, we conducted a nationally representative survey of American adults (n = 2,164) to identify 
audience segments for global warming public engagement campaigns. By subjecting multiple measures of 
global warming beliefs, behaviors, policy preferences, and issue engagement to latent class analysis, we 
identified six distinct segments ranging in size from 7 to 33% of the population. These six segments formed a 
continuum, from a segment of people who were highly worried, involved and supportive of policy responses 
(18%), to a segment of people who were completely unconcerned and strongly opposed to policy responses 
(7%). Three of the segments (totaling 70%) were to varying degrees concerned about global warming and 
supportive of policy responses, two (totaling 18%) were unsupportive, and one was largely disengaged (12%), 
having paid little attention to the issue. Certain behaviors and policy preferences varied greatly across these 
audiences, while others did not. Using discriminant analysis, we subsequently developed 36-item and 15-item 
instruments that can be used to categorize respondents with 91% and 84% accuracy, respectively. 
Conclusions/Significance: 
In late 2008, Americans supported a broad range of policies and personal actions to reduce global warming, 
although there was wide variation among the six identified audiences. To enhance the impact of campaigns, 
government agencies, non-profit organizations, and businesses seeking to engage the public can selectively 
target one or more of these audiences rather than address an undifferentiated general population. Our 
screening instruments are available to assist in that process. 


 
Ajzen, Icek & James Sexton. 1999. Depth of processing, belief congruence, and attitude-behavior 
correspondence. In Chaiken, S. & Trope, Y., Dual Process Theories in Social Psychology. Guilford Press: New 
York, pp. 117-140. 


The present chapter explores some of the cognitive processes that may be responsible for correspondence or 
lack of correspondence between attitudes and behavior 


 
The application of persuasion theory to the development of effective proenvironmental public service 
announcements 
Bator RJ, Cialdini RB. 
Journal of Social Issues. 2000;56(3):527-541 


Abstract 
The goal of this article is to provide specific guidelines to help create effective pro-environmental public 
service announcements (PSAs). Campaign designers are encouraged to initially identify and investigate the 
optimal target audience and then draft and test reactions by samples of that audience using pilot messages. 
Designers are also advised to consider research on attitude persistence, memory, and social norms and apply 
this research to the message content and presentation style. The article concludes with an application of 
research from social psychology to a series of overall guidelines for effective PSAs. If environmental campaign 
developers follow these specifications, the chance of PSA success should be enhanced. 


  



http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0017571
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Crafting normative messages to protect the environment 
Cialdini RB 
Current Directions in Psychological Science. 2003 Aug;12(4):105-109. 


Abstract 
It is widely recognized that communications that activate social norms can be effective in producing societally 
beneficial conduct. Not so well recognized are the circumstances under which normative information can 
backfire to produce the opposite of what a communicator intends. There is an understandable, but misguided, 
tendency to try to mobilize action against a problem by depicting it as regrettably frequent. Information 
campaigns emphasize that alcohol and drug use is intolerably high, that adolescent suicide rates are alarming, 
and—most relevant to this article—that rampant polluters are spoiling the environment. Although these 
claims may be both true and well intentioned, the campaigns’ creators have missed something critically 
important: Within the statement “Many people are doing this undesirable thing” lurks the powerful and 
undercutting normative message “Many people are doing this.” Only by aligning descriptive norms (what 
people typically do) with injunctive norms (what people typically approve or disapprove) can one optimize the 
power of normative appeals. Communicators who fail to recognize the distinction between these two types of 
norms imperil their persuasive efforts. 


 
Maibach, Edward & Roxanne Parrott. 1995. Designing Health Messages: Approaches from Communication 
Theory and Public Health Practice. Sage: Thousand Oaks, Ca. 


How do you design an effective message for a health campaign? This book explores this question from both 
practical and theoretical perspectives. The contributors demonstrate the necessity of basing message design 
decisions on appropriate theories of human behavior and communication effectiveness by synthesizing and 
integrating knowledge and insights from theory and research in communication and health behavior change. 
This book will be an essential aid to designing messages for use in health communication campaigns. 
Read selected pages. 


 
Petty, Richard, Pablo Brinol & Joseph Priester. 2009. Mass media attitude change: Implications of the 
elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. In Bryant, J. & Oliver, M.B. Media Effects: Advances in Theory 
and Research. Routledge: New York, pp. 125-165. 


Read selected pages. 


 


  



http://bit.ly/maibach95

http://books.google.com/books?id=oC7eRTMmo3YC&printsec=frontcover&dq=media+effects+advances+in+theory+and+research&hl=en&sa=X&ei=qx1VT6CzAuPi0QGb9oX4DQ&ved=0CDsQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=media%20effects%20advances%20in%20theory%20and%20research&f=false
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Community Engaged Research 
 
Measuring the success of community science: the northern California household exposure study 
Brown P, Brody JG, Morello-Frosch R, Tovar J, Zota AR, Rudel RA 
Environ Health Perspect. 2012 Mar;120(3):326-31 (Full text available) 


Abstract 
Background: 
Environmental health research involving community participation has increased substantially since the 
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) environmental justice (EJ) and community-based 
participatory research (CBPR) partnerships began in the mid 1990s. The goals of these partnerships are to 
inform and empower better decisions about exposures, foster trust, and generate scientific knowledge to 
reduce environmental health disparities in low-income, minority communities. Peer-reviewed publication and 
clinical health outcomes alone are inadequate criteria to judge the success of projects in meeting these goals; 
therefore, new strategies for evaluating success are needed. 
Objectives: 
We reviewed the methods used to evaluate our project, “Linking Breast Cancer Advocacy and Environmental 
Justice” in order to help identify successful CBPR methods and assist other teams in documenting 
effectiveness. Although our project precedes development of the NIEHS Evaluation Metrics Manual, it 
illustrates the record keeping and self-reflection anticipated in NIEHS’ Partnerships for Environmental Public 
Health. 
Discussion: 
Evaluation strategies should assess how CBPR partnerships meet the goals of all partners. Our partnership, 
which included two strong community-based organizations (CBOs), produced a team that helped all partners 
gain organizational capacity. Environmental sampling in homes and reporting the results of that effort had 
community education and constituency-building benefits. Scientific results contributed to a court decision 
requiring cumulative impact assessment for an oil refinery, and to new chemicals policies for consumer 
products. All partners leveraged additional funding to extend their work. 
Conclusions: 
An appropriate evaluation strategy can demonstrate how CBPR projects can advance science, support 
community empowerment, increase environmental health literacy, and generate individual and policy action 
to protect health. 


 
Institutional review board challenges related to community-based participatory research on human 
exposure to environmental toxins: a case study 
Brown P, Morello-Frosch R, Brody JG, Altman RG, Rudel RA, Senier L, Pérez C, Simpson R. 
Environ Health 2010 Jul 16;9:39 (Full text available) 


Abstract 
Background: 
We report on the challenges of obtaining Institutional Review Board (IRB) coverage for a community-based 
participatory research (CBPR) environmental justice project, which involved reporting biomonitoring and 
household exposure results to participants, and included lay participation in research. 
Methods: 
We draw on our experiences guiding a multi-partner CBPR project through university and state Institutional 
Review Board reviews, and other CBPR colleagues’ written accounts and conference presentations and 
discussions. We also interviewed academics involved in CBPR to learn of their challenges with Institutional 
Review Boards. 
Results: 
We found that Institutional Review Boards are generally unfamiliar with CBPR, reluctant to oversee 
community partners, and resistant to ongoing researcher-participant interaction. Institutional Review Boards 
sometimes unintentionally violate the very principles of beneficence and justice which they are supposed to 



http://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/article/info:doi/10.1289/ehp.1103734

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2914003/?tool=pubmed
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uphold. For example, some Institutional Review Boards refuse to allow report-back of individual data to 
participants, which contradicts the CBPR principles that guide a growing number of projects. This causes 
significant delays and may divert research and dissemination efforts. Our extensive education of our university 
Institutional Review Board convinced them to provide human subjects protection coverage for two 
community-based organizations in our partnership. 
Conclusions: 
IRBs and funders should develop clear, routine review guidelines that respect the unique qualities of CBPR, 
while researchers and community partners can educate IRB staff and board members about the objectives, 
ethical frameworks, and research methods of CBPR. These strategies can better protect research participants 
from the harm of unnecessary delays and exclusion from the research process, while facilitating the ethical 
communication of study results to participants and communities. 


 
Linking exposure assessment science with policy objectives for environmental justice and breast cancer 
advocacy: the northern California household exposure study 
Brody JG, Morello-Frosch R, Zota A, Brown P, Pérez C, Rudel RA 
Am J Public Health 2009 Nov;99 Suppl 3:S600-9 (Full text available) 


Abstract 
Objectives: 
We compared an urban fence-line community (neighboring an oil refinery) and a nonindustrial community in 
an exposure study focusing on pollutants of interest with respect to breast cancer and environmental justice. 
Methods: 
We analyzed indoor and outdoor air from 40 homes in industrial Richmond, California, and 10 in rural Bolinas, 
California, for 153 compounds, including particulates and endocrine disruptors. 
Results: 
Eighty compounds were detected outdoors in Richmond and 60 in Bolinas; Richmond concentrations were 
generally higher. Richmond’s vanadium and nickel levels indicated effects of heavy oil combustion from oil 
refining and shipping; these levels were among the state’s highest. In nearly half of Richmond homes, PM(2.5) 
exceeded California’s annual ambient air quality standard. Paired outdoor-indoor measurements were 
significantly correlated for industry- and traffic-related PM(2.5), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, elemental 
carbon, metals, and sulfates (r = 0.54-0.92, P < .001). 
Conclusions: 
Indoor air quality is an important indicator of the cumulative impact of outdoor emissions in fence-line 
communities. Policies based on outdoor monitoring alone add to environmental injustice concerns in 
communities that host polluters. Community-based participatory exposure research can contribute to science 
and stimulate and inform action on the part of community residents and policymakers. 


 


  



http://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2008.149088
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Environmental Health Disparities 
 
The West End Revitalization Association’s community-owned and -managed research model: 
development, implementation, and action. 
Heaney CD, Wilson SM, Wilson OR 
Prog Community Health Partnersh. 2007 Winter;1(4):339-49 


Abstract 
Background: 
Principal investigators (PIs) of community-based projects are predominantly university faculty who partner 
with community-based organizations (CBOs) to find a place to conduct research in communities that will 
cooperate with their research objectives. University-managed research models (UMRMs) are not always 
beneficial for CBOs because the university usually manages the study, collects and owns the data, and 
leverages control at each stage of research, without priority to resolution of problems impacting the quality of 
life of participating communities. 
Objectives: 
We present the principles of community-owned and -managed research (COMR), as a new community-driven 
research model developed by the West End Revitalization Association (WERA), a CBO in Mebane, North 
Carolina. 
Methods: 
We describe WERA’s development of COMR, compare the power hierarchies of COMR with traditional 
UMRMs, distinguish COMR partnerships from UMRM partnerships, discuss disbursement of funds, and 
control/ownership of data. As the PI of research activities, WERA drafted Memoranda of Agreement (MOAs) 
for all partners, including academic researchers, implemented quality assurance and control procedures, 
submitted community research protocols for institutional review, and retained data ownership for action, 
activism, and problem solving. COMR methods encouraged corrective action of environmental justice (EJ) 
problems in affected communities, including provision of public, regulated drinking water and sewer services. 
Conclusions: 
COMR promotes CBOs with demonstrated organizational capacity to PI and project manager. The COMR 
model goes beyond UMRMs and CBPR because it emphasized the credibility and capacity of CBOs to develop, 
own, manage, foster, and sustain viable research agendas to address ongoing environmental hazards and 
related threats to health and quality of life. 


 
Community-engaged environmental justice research at University of Massachusetts Lowell 
Siqueira CE 
Am J Public Health 2009 Nov;99 Suppl 3:S485-7 (Full text available) 
 
The Vida Verde Women’s Co-Op: Brazilian immigrants organizing to promote environmental and social 
justice. 
Gute DM, Siqueira E, Goldberg JS, Galvão H, Chianelli M, Pirie A 
Am J Public Health 2009 Nov;99 Suppl 3:S495-8 (Full text available) 


Abstract 
We reviewed the key steps in the launch of the Vida Verde Women’s Co-Op among Brazilian immigrant 
housecleaners in Somerville, MA. The co-op provides green housecleaning products, encourages healthy work 
practices, and promotes a sense of community among its members. We conducted in-depth interviews with 8 
of the first co-op members, who reported a reduction in symptoms associated with the use of traditional 
cleaning agents and a new sense of mutual support. Critical to the co-op’s success have been the supportive 
roles of its academic partners (Tufts University and the University of Massachusetts, Lowell), effective media 
outreach, and a focus on advancing social justice. Next steps include implementing a formal business plan and 
assessing the appropriateness of cooperatives in other industries. 


 



http://muse.jhu.edu/login?auth=0&type=summary&url=/journals/progress_in_community_health_partnerships_research_education_and_action/v001/1.4heaney01.html

http://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2009.177360

http://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2008.148528
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Theater of the Oppressed 
 
The Forum Theatre of Augusto Boal: A Dramatic Model for Dialogue and Community-Based Environmental 
Science 
Sullivan J, Lloyd RS 
Local Environment 2006;11(6):627-46 


Abstract 
Community oriented environmental science combines the inclusive, action-oriented goals of environmental 
justice communities and the rationalist methodologies of science in an effort to balance urgent social and 
physical needs with research protocols, precise analysis and carefully measured conclusions. Community-
based participatory research acknowledges that local expertise and networks, adverse social and economic 
consequences of environmental degradation and community beliefs and attitudes are vital factors that affect 
both overall community health and research outcomes. A unique CBPR approach to inclusive outreach and 
education is Community Environmental Forum Theatre (CEFT), developed through the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences Center in Environmental Toxicology at the University of Texas Medical 
Branch/Galveston TX. CEFT integrates the dramaturgy of Augusto Boal's Theatre of the Oppressed and the 
democratizing dialogic process of Paulo Freire into the design and implementation of environmental health 
research, community health care and education. CEFT projects throughout the Texas petrochemical belt have 
used this form of interactive workshop and energized public performance to increase knowledge of 
toxicological concepts, develop risk awareness, extend and strengthen coalitions, create action agendas and 
promote community advocacy skills. Boal image-making techniques help to deconstruct concepts such as 
exposure pathways, dose response, differential susceptibilities, multiple stressors/cumulative risk and the 
healthy worker effect. Image-based ethnographies provide insight into risk perceptions, risk communication 
outcomes and overarching community dynamics impacting environmental justice. CEFT project efficacy is 
evaluated via a multi-frame process focused on goals specific to the roles of the scientific/environmental 
health outreach specialist, the community development artist/practitioner and the advocate for 
environmental health and justice issues 


 
Environmental Justice and Augusto Boal’s Theatre of the Oppressed: a Unique Community Tool for 
Outreach, Communication, Education and Advocacy 
Sullivan J, Parras J 
Theory in Action 2008 Apr;1(2):20-39 (Full text available) 


Abstract 
Our article, Environmental Justice and Augusto Boal’s Theatre of the Oppressed: a Unique Community Tool for 
Outreach, Communication, Education and Advocacy, describes this transformative process, explores the 
theoretical and scientific influences behind the method and unpacks the collaborative dynamic modulating the 
efforts of community activists, non-profit environmental professionals and academics to achieve and refine 
their working relationship. The text is accompanied by photos from actual sessions that illustrate how the 
methodology embodies concepts from environmental and social sciences to promote scientific literacy, and 
also uses short uncomplicated scenes to show how environmental injustices adversely affect both physical and 
mental health, and the larger economy of impacted communities. The fact that 85% of these towns and 
neighborhoods are communities of color underscores the fact that race and class are keys to the struggle for 
environmental justice. The Forum Theater methodology also provides a dialogic structure for deconstructing 
these deep-seated, bitterly divisive issues with sensitivity and respect. 


  



http://www.transformativestudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/07/environmental-justice-and-augusto-boal2.pdf
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Forum Theatre Skills & Concept Demonstration  
Video (on Center to Eliminate Health Disparities / UTMB website) 


This video footage documents a Theatre of the Oppressed work session at the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Community Involvement Conference (CIC), Buffalo NY, July 2005. Participants include EPA 
community Involvement personnel from various agency regions, representatives of community based 
environmental justice organizations, and public health practitioners. 
Read more. 


 
El Teatro Lucha de Salud del Barrio: Theater and Environmental Health in Texas 


Article on the use of Forum Theatre in a long term community engagement project under the NIEHS “EJ 
Partnerships for Communication” program 
Read more. 


 
Popular Arts and Education in Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR): on the subtle craft of 
developing and enhancing channels for clear conversations among CBPR partners. 
Sullivan J, Siqueira CE. 
New Solut 2009;19(4):399-406 


Abstract 
Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR) is a methodology hinged on flexible power relationships and 
unobstructed flow of expert and local knowledge among project partners. Success in CBPR depends on 
authentic dialogue, free flow of information, and trust. But accurate, unmediated, and timely channels of 
communication, while key to successful CBPR, are difficult to create and maintain. As participatory 
methodologies evolve, popular arts and education techniques have increasingly taken center stage as 
culturally fluent, bidirectional modalities for conveying information, building responsive channels for 
communication, promoting policy, and enhancing the effectiveness of grassroots organizing. 



http://www.utmb.edu/cehd/projects/forum-theatre-skills.html

http://wayback.archive-it.org/2077/20100906202911/http:/www.communityarts.net/readingroom/archivefiles/2005/10/acrobats_of_the.php

http://www.newsolutionsjournal.com/index.php/newsolutionsournal/issue/view/5






 


 


Strengthening a Dynamic Environmental Public Health Network for Tomorrow: 


Advancing science through critical reflection 


 


 


PEPH Training Institutes 


Contents 
PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual: Building Metrics ............................................................................................2 


Presenter Bio ....................................................................................................................................................2 


Session Goals ...................................................................................................................................................2 


Session Learning Objectives .............................................................................................................................2 


Description of Session ......................................................................................................................................2 


Agenda .............................................................................................................................................................3 


Going Viral with your Communication Efforts .....................................................................................................4 


Presenter Bio ....................................................................................................................................................4 


Session Learning Objectives .............................................................................................................................4 


Description of Session ......................................................................................................................................4 


Agenda .............................................................................................................................................................4 


Theater of the Oppressed: A Tool for Equal Power Sharing in Creating Partnerships, Mobilizing Local 


Knowledge, and Speaking to Power ....................................................................................................................5 


Presenter Bios ..................................................................................................................................................5 


Session Goals ...................................................................................................................................................6 


Session Learning Objectives .............................................................................................................................6 


Description of Session ......................................................................................................................................6 


Agenda .............................................................................................................................................................6 


Forming a Hospitals for a Healthy Environment Group .......................................................................................8 


Presenter Bio ....................................................................................................................................................8 


Session Learning Objectives: ............................................................................................................................8 


Session Description ..........................................................................................................................................8 


Agenda: ............................................................................................................................................................8 
  







 


2   


PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual: Building Metrics 
(8:30 a.m. & 10:30 a.m.) 


Presenter Bio 
Kristi Pettibone, Ph.D., M.S. has more than 10 years’ experience managing, directing, and guiding public 


health policy research and evaluation projects. She holds a Ph.D. in Policy Sciences (health policy 


concentration). She served as Director of The MayaTech Corporation’s Center for Community Prevention 


and Treatment Research and is currently an evaluator in the Program Analysis Branch of the National 


Institute of Environmental Health Science’s Division of Extramural Research and Training. She has worked on 


evaluations of several Federal grant portfolios including CDC’s Injury Control Research Centers and motor 


vehicle injuries and NIEHS’ endocrine disruptor, nanotechnology health and safety, and neurodegeneration 


portfolios. 


Session Goals 
 Inform participants about how to access and use the Partnerships for Environmental Public Health 


(PEPH) Evaluation Metrics Manual in evaluating community/academic partnerships. 


 Build the capacity of participants to evaluate environmental public health programs, document 
success, and identify areas for improvement 


 Discuss and understand how to apply evaluation metrics to their own programs in order to 
demonstrate effectiveness and success. 


Session Learning Objectives 
After this session, participants will be able to: 


 Participants will be able to explain the purpose of the PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual and why it 
was developed. 


 Participants will analyze examples of evaluations of community-based environmental public health 
activities, including activities related to advocacy and policy. 


 Participants will be able to identify and apply metrics appropriate for their programs, with special 
attention to community/academic partnerships. 


Description of Session 
PEPH is one of the signature programs of the National Institute of Environmental Health Science’s (NIEHS) 
Division of Extramural Research and Training (DERT). PEPH coordinates and builds a network of grant 
programs that foster and promote the full spectrum of community engagement where community partners 
actively collaborate in the research process. PEPH focuses on five key areas: capacity building (of all 
partners), communication, research, and evaluation. PEPH grantees address a variety of environmental 
public health issues, including environmental justice issues that seek to address the inequitable distributions 
of environmental burdens (pollution, industrial facilities, contaminated water and soil, etc.). 


PEPH grantees and their community partners have reported that the lack of standardized evaluation tools 
and metrics is one of the biggest challenges in implementing community-based environmental public health 
activities. In response to this challenge, DERT staff worked with grantees and their community partners to 
identify and document metrics that can be used to evaluate environmental public health initiatives. These 
metrics have been pulled together into a practical manual. While the metrics represent innovative 
opportunities to measure achievements in NIEHS-funded programs, they can be translated easily to other 
community-based, public health programs. The manual includes logic models and metrics for five different 
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areas: partnerships, products and dissemination, education, training and curricula, capacity building, and 
leveraging. We developed the logic models and metrics based on theories of change as well as a review of 
shared characteristics of successful programs. 


The trainers for this proposed skill-building workshop include a member of the NIEHS staff, a PEPH grantee, 
and a community partner with experience partnering with NIEHS grantees. During this session, we will 
provide an overview of the manual and why it was developed. We will use interactive techniques to work 
with participants to identify metrics applicable to their programs. We will break into small groups to create 
strategies to collect and analyze data that can be used to document success using the identified metric. The 
grantee and community partner will provide examples of how they have used findings from program 
evaluations to sustain program activities, partnerships and impacts, including building new partnerships, 
informing policy-makers and other decision makers, and obtaining additional funding. 


The PEPH Evaluation Metrics Manual is publicly available through the NIEHS PEPH website 
(http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/materials/index.cfm). 


Agenda 
Introduction and Overview of Metrics (20 minutes) 
Group Exercise – Developing Logic Models (30 minutes) 
Working with a Partner - Developing Metrics (20 minutes) 
Discussion – Metrics and Data (15 minutes) 
Wrap Up/Questions (5 minutes) 
  



http://www.niehs.nih.gov/research/supported/programs/peph/materials/index.cfm
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Going Viral with your Communication Efforts 
(10:30 a.m.) 


Presenter Bio 
Ed Kang is a key staff member in the Office of Communications and Public Liaison at NIEHS. In addition to 
serving as the primary point of contact for the extramural community, Ed is the social media program 
manager for the Institute. His expertise is in communicating research findings to a wide variety of audiences, 
including the media and general public, using traditional and innovative methods. 
 
Ed brings a unique and diverse perspective from his experience working in federal agencies, private industry, 
and academia. Prior to joining NIEHS, he led major communication, outreach, and education efforts at the 
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission, NASA, IBM, and the University of Vermont. He holds a degree in 
business from the University of Maryland, College Park. 


Session Learning Objectives 
After this session, participants will be able to: 


 Discover how to interface with NIEHS to disseminate your materials through a variety of proven 
channels. 


 Discuss NIEHS, NIH, and HHS guidelines for material publication and dissemination. 


 Ramp up your messaging with social media and other cutting edge technologies. 


Description of Session 
Do you want to reach a broader audience with the public health materials you are developing? If so, the 
NIEHS Communications and Public Liaison Office may be able to assist. The Institute’s website, media 
relations, publication library, newsletter, science education tools, and social media presence garner a wide, 
international audience that can help publicize your materials. This interactive session led by Ed Kang from 
the NIEHS communications office will provide guidance and tips on how NIEHS grantees and partner 
organizations can work together with the communications office to make materials more accessible to a 
wide variety of audiences. If you have materials you’d like to share and/or have reviewed, please bring 
samples, handouts, hyperlinks, etc. to the session. There will be ample time for discussion, sharing, and 
critique. 


Agenda 
10:30 – 11:00 Overview of NIEHS/NIH/HHS guidelines for communications and how to interface with NIEHS 
11:00 – 11:30 Discussion of best practices in developing and disseminating materials 
11:30 – 12:00 Review and critique of communications materials 







 


5   


Theater of the Oppressed: A Tool for Equal Power Sharing in Creating 
Partnerships, Mobilizing Local Knowledge, and Speaking to Power 
(8:30 a.m. & 10:30 a.m.) 


Presenter Bios 
John Sullivan is currently an instructor in University of Texas Medical Branch Department of Preventive 
Medicine & Community Health, an associate in the Institute for Medical Humanities, and directs the Public 
Forum & Toxics Assistance Division of the NIEHS Center in Environmental Toxicology Community Outreach & 
Engagement Core. He uses Augusto Boal’s Image and Forum Theater techniques to teach toxicological 
concepts, create public dialogues on environmental risk and the health and social effects of toxic exposures, 
and develop bidirectional capacity for researchers and community members to effectively collaborate in 
Community Based Participatory Research. He also coordinates activities of the Community Science 
Workshop, a facet of UTMB’s Institute for Translational Sciences / Clinical & Translational Science Award 
Community Engagement & Research Key Resource. 


Bryan Parras is a Houston filmmaker who specializes in documentation of environmental and social justice 
movement stories. As organizer / media coordinator of T.e.j.a.s. (Texas Environmental Justice Advocacy 
Services), Mr. Parras has recently worked on location throughout the south and southwest chronicling 
events in greater New Orleans and rural Louisiana after hurricanes Katrina and Rita, environmental justice 
and immigrant rights actions in Houston’s Manchester neighborhood and Taylor, Texas, and the huge 
groundswell of support for unjustly incarcerated African-American youth in Jena, La. He currently serves as a 
consultant to the NIEHS funded GC-HARMS project, promoting and coordinating dialogue among 
researchers, community partners, and the general public. 


Mr. Parras is a Theatre of the Oppressed (TO) practitioner who also specializes in videography / still 
photography documentation of the TO process. He has created video TO training materials for the NIEHS, 
and collaborated with numerous regional environmental justice organizations and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to document conferences, workshops, and regulatory hearings. 


Bryan Parras has presented with John Sullivan at numerous EPA community involvement conferences, the 
Alaska Environmental Forum, and the Pedagogy & Theatre of the Oppressed annual conferences (Chapel 
Hill, N.C. 2006, Austin, Texas 2010). 


Karen Williams is the Director of Qualitative Research at St. Luke’s Episcopal Health Charities in Houston, 
Texas. While attending the doctoral program at The University of Texas School of Public Health, she became 
involved in participatory community health assessments with inner-city neighborhoods in Houston. At that 
time, she also worked as Assistant Director of Research for St. Luke’s Episcopal Health Charities, the grant 
making arm of St. Luke’s Episcopal Health System, one of Houston’s largest tertiary health care systems. 
After receiving her Ph.D. in Public Health, Karen taught four years in the Master of Science program in 
Health Care Administration at Texas Southern University (TSU) and served as Director of the TSU’s Center of 
Excellence in Health Disparities Research in Cardiovascular Disease and Stroke funded by the National 
Center on Minority Health and Health Disparities. 


In 2007, Karen was appointed Assistant Professor in the Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology at The 
University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) in Galveston. While at UTMB, Karen conducted research in 
community academic partnerships, nutrition and physical fitness interventions, and health disparities. Her 
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long-term career goal is to: 1) build theory for the two-way information exchange between universities and 
lay communities to eliminate health disparities, and 2) apply this theory in reducing health disparities in 
vulnerable populations. 


Session Goals 
 Provide an inclusive and dynamic workshop in which participants learn basic tools and techniques of 


Theater of the Oppressed and their use in creating partnerships. 


 Help participants use Theater of the Oppressed to generate new knowledge around specific 
conditions of concern across community, academic, policy sectors. 


 Teach participants how Theater of the Oppressed can be used to address inequities in power and 
how to address these inequities in an embodied, visual format. 


Session Learning Objectives 
After this session, participants will be able to: 


 Describe, in participant’s own language, the purpose of Theater of the Oppressed and how it can be 
used to facilitate partnerships, generate local knowledge, combine local knowledge and researcher 
expertise, and address power inequities. 


 Apply an exercise from the Theater of the Oppressed tools to problem they identify within their 
environmental health partnership. 


 Formulate a potential plan of action for using Theater of the Oppressed to address issues within a 
partner PEHP partnership, identify emerging or submerged local EH issues, develop strong 
community-based advocacy informed by scientific expertise. 


Description of Session 
One of the most challenging principles of community-academic partnering is promoting a co-learning and 
empowering process that attends to social inequalities. Challenges arise when well-resourced institutions 
approach communities with research or service agenda. Community members, especially those closest to 
the health problem, often have fewer resources and a difficult time in ensuring an equal voice in problem 
solving. Paulo Frere and Augusto Boal offer powerful tools for addressing the challenge of co-learning and 
empowerment. Friere’s “Pedagogy of the Oppressed” details a process that builds human capacity to 
struggle against oppressions and dream/act them into something better. Boal's Theater of the Oppressed 
(creative image building with “human clay”) mirrors Freire's process of analyzing, dismantling and 
reconfiguring an onerous reality to create a representation of what our inadequate world would look like as 
a transformed reality. Frere and Boal represent the core of community-based participatory research’s 
liberatory tradition. Our interactive session will build participant capacity to use community-based drama as 
a platform creating equitable community academic partnerships addressed at health inequities. The 
workshop will build community capacity to act autonomously, lose inertia and reject passive acceptance of 
circumstances they had no hand in creating. This methodology is good for ground-truthing relationships 
among CBPR collaborators and exploring the power dynamic that overarches community research. 


Agenda 
1. Community-Building Exercise: “I Got Your Back” (8 minutes, hold that thought): a sequence of 3 


movements 
2. Image Theatre skill building: Self-Sculpture, Concentric Circles, Fishbowl using CBPR Values and 


Principles as prompts (12 minutes, processing / discussion included) using prompts from a list of CBPR 
values and working principles 
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3. Sociometry (Exploding Atom, Face-to-Face) (10 minutes, processing / discussion included) – exploring 
differences in lived realities, biases, perceptions, attitudes, knowledge base (Community Partners / 
Research Community each constitute discrete, distinct communities of practice) 


4. Community Values & POV: (25 minutes, processing / discussion included) 


 Make image of what my community values: personal, family, neighborhood – overarched by 
race, ethnicity, or class. 


 Challenges in my community: layers of cumulative risk. 


 Treasure & Assets in my community that help us address social / environmental health 
challenges. 


 Make image of our community in relation to larger social units: our place in the social power 
dynamic, assumed perceptions of my community by those outside of it. 


5. Flip-Side: Research POV (15 Minutes, processing / discussion included) 


 Image of Research as a “community of practice”: (reflexive / subjective, over-arched by race, 
ethnicity, class) 


 Images of Challenges & Barriers to effective CBPR practice within university structure 
(structural-systemic, over-arched by class) 


6. Balance Points: Theme: Balancing Community Benefit and Knowledge Production within CBPR 
Framework (20 minutes explanation / processing / discussion included) 


 Create Image of Community –Based Org Balancing Competing Pressures / Agendas / Perceived 
Necessities in CBPR Social Dynamic: run “Cops in Head” technique from 4 POVs 


 Create Image of Researcher Balancing Competing Pressures / Agendas / Perceived Necessities 
in CBPR Social Dynamic: run “Cops in Head” technique from 4 POVs 
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Forming a Hospitals for a Healthy Environment Group 
(10:30 a.m.) 


Presenter Bio 
Phil Brown is Professor of Sociology and Environmental Studies at Brown University, where he leads the 
Contested Illnesses Research Group, directs the Community Engagement Core of the Superfund Research 
Program, and directs the Community Outreach and Translation Core of the Children’s Environmental Health 
Center. He is the author of “No Safe Place: Toxic Waste, Leukemia, and Community Action” and “Toxic 
Exposures: Contested Illnesses and the Environmental Health Movement,” editor of “Perspectives in 
Medical Sociology,” co-editor of “Illness and the Environment: A Reader in Contested Medicine,” and co-
editor of “Social Movements in Health.” His newest book, just released, is “Contested Illnesses: Citizens, 
Science and Health Social Movements.” His current research includes biomonitoring and household 
exposure to chemicals and particulate matter, social policy and regulation of flame retardants, techniques 
and ethics of reporting data to study participants, and health social movements. 
 


Session Learning Objectives: 
After this session, participants will be able to: 


 Develop a model for a statewide or regional Hospitals for a Healthy Environment Group 


 Seek assistance from national and state organizations 


 Implement the coalition model for establish a Hospitals for a Healthy Environment Group 


Session Description 
With help from Maryland Hospitals for Healthy Environment, Health Care Without Harm, and Practice 
Greenhealth, we formed Hospitals for a Healthy Environment in Rhode Island, which had its first conference 
in March 2011 with 80 participants. We have over 50 participating members, representing all the major 
health care institutions, hospital associations, academic institutions, government agencies, local food 
groups, and environmental organizations in Rhode Island. In April 2012, Hospitals for a Healthy Environment 
will have its second annual conference. 


This breakout session will provide lessons from the Maryland and Rhode Island coalitions as way to urge 
broad creation of, or participation in, similar coalitions by Children’s Environmental Health Centers and 
other groups. Breakout participants will learn how to create a Healthy Hospitals coalition and about the 
many elements of environmentally healthy hospitals: phthalate and PVC-free medical equipment, medical 
waste management, pharmaceutical take-back, non-toxic building and cleaning products, sustainable 
landscaping, healthy and local food, composting, energy reduction, recycling, sustainability teams, and much 
more. 


Agenda: 
10:30 – 11:00 Description of formation of Hospitals for a Healthy Environment in Rhode Island, including 


resources and assistance from national and state organizations 
11:00 – 11:40 Discussion of participants’ interest in forming a healthy hospitals group, including challenges 


and opportunities 
11:40 – 12:00 Discussion of how healthy hospitals work can advance other aspects of NIEHS’ environmental 


public health mission 





